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Chapter One: Introduction 

The expansion or re-routing of a roadway/highway may be considered for many  

reasons, ranging from conservation of land surrounding a roadway (being “proactive”), to  

safety (being “reactive”). In most cases, a road change will happen eventually when  

funding is available to get the project done. Any decision to alter the roadway impacts not  

only the users of the road, but all of the citizens surrounding that corridor, including  

residents, business owners, visitors, etc. How do decision-makers ensure the communities  

surrounding the road/highway in question support this plan/project in their own  

backyards?  

This study investigated how the New Hampshire State Department of  

Transportation (NHDOT) and other involved state agencies are working with regional  

and local stakeholders to incorporate the values and needs of citizens surrounding the  

corridor. By partnering with stakeholders, corridor planning becomes a collaborative  

partnership for all interested parties of the roadway system. Specifically this study  

examined: 

• How can citizens and other stakeholders who are impacted be integrated into  

the decision-making process through input and collaborative decision- 

making for a shared plan of what the most effective strategy is to meet the  

values and needs of all interested parties? 

• What are “best practices” that can be utilized by the State Department of  

Transportation for transportation corridor planning that will have lasting  

value for the citizens by land use planning done in communities surrounding  

the corridor utilizing Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) principles outlined  

by Stamatiadis, Kirk, Hartman, Hopwood and Pigman (2009)? 

In-depth case study analysis involved examining two New Hampshire corridor  

projects: the Route 16 Corridor Planning (Route 16) process and the I-93/Community  
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Technical Assistance Project (I-93/CTAP), through content analysis of existing  

documents, web-based surveys and in-person interviews. Based on this study, a “how-to”  

checklist for incorporating the CSS principles into New Hampshire corridor planning can  

be developed. This would provide for the implementation of a process in future corridor  

projects that “goes beyond mobility and addresses quality of life issues and community  

values” (Stamatiadis, et al, 2009, p. 18). 

This chapter includes: 

1. The history of transportation corridor planning;  
 

2. The shift to utilizing principles from Context Sensitive Solutions; 
 

3. A rationale for the research study; and  
 

4. Lists of terms, to help the reader better understand this research topic. 

History of the Transportation Corridor Planning Process. 

Planning for the expansion or re-routing of a roadway has been, up until recently,  

a “top-down” process using the “expert model” of professionals know best. The Federal  

Highway Administration (FHWA) and NH State Department of Transportation  

(NHDOT) are responsible for making the ultimate decision about how to modify a  

roadway for the greater benefit of the state, region and ultimately, the municipalities  

linked to it.  

The decision-making process to get to this expansion/re-routing is done generally  

by looking only at the roadway 1000 feet from the center-line of the road itself, rather  

than looking at how the corridors may already function (NHDOT, 2007). That process  

involved engineers and planners from state agencies who determined the best  

management and/or expansion strategy based upon the future as outlined in transportation  

studies, such as traffic counts and safety standards.  

Following federal guidelines for the use of taxpayer funds through the  

Administrative Procedures Act (APA), government officials are responsible for  

informing the public of their decisions through formal public hearings where public  
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dollars (both state and federal) are utilized. At these hearings, officials explain generally  

how they came to the decision and describe the plan to move the publicly funded project  

forward. However, Carlson and Wormser (1995) are contending that “public hearings are  

almost always insufficient to cull good ideas, answer questions, sift through possible  

alternatives and explain reasoning behind projects, plans or programs” (p. 118). Why  

have government officials continued to engage in this process with the public when  

decisions almost always elicit a negative response from communities? 

New laws and experiences gained from examples around the country have shown  

that the process of transportation corridor planning in New Hampshire can include all  

stakeholders, such as federal and state agencies, Regional Planning Commissions (RPCs),  

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and citizens living in municipalities. These  

groups/individuals then think about a strategic, systematic approach ahead of issues,  

trends and needs—an approach that would “provide consistency between transportation  

improvements, state and local planned growth and economic development patterns”  

(NHDOT, 2007, p. 2).  

These stakeholders, as well as other non-governmental agency stakeholders (e.g.,  

environmental groups, business owners, etc.), have expressed concern about not having a  

say in how these decisions are made that affect the economic, environmental and social  

aspects of their lives. In addition, related decisions developed by federal and state  

agencies could include other alternatives that might better meet the needs of the citizens  

and others who utilize this roadway, but because of how the decision-making process has  

traditionally taken place (top-down/expert model), these alternatives are never known. 

On the other side, the process of Master Plan development (local land use plans)  

in New Hampshire is done very much at the individual community level with virtually no  

feedback or input from either regional or state-level decision-makers. New Hampshire’s  

political structure is such that most towns have a town meeting decision-making process  

for financial decisions and, separately, land use decisions related to the town’s Master  
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Plan (and subsequent zoning regulations) are made solely at the local level by Planning  

Boards comprised of citizen volunteers. In fact, state statute only requires two chapters in  

a town’s Master Plan: the Vision chapter and Land Use chapter. The Transportation  

chapter is a recommended chapter, and while it is included in many communities, it is not  

included in all of them, resulting in a lack of connection between the community’s land  

use plan and the state’s transportation plan. 

A New Era: Context Sensitive Solutions 

How can the corridor planning process meet the needs of all of these stakeholders  

when highway planning decisions are being made? New Hampshire has begun to utilize a  

corridor planning process with its Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) program related to  

its role in community projects. CSS is a public involvement approach to planning and  

designing transportation projects based on active and early partnerships with  

communities and project stakeholders (NHDOT, n.d.). It provides a process to define and  

evaluate the best alternatives given the project-specific context by identifying the  

need/problem, the stakeholders affected and any other consequences of the proposed  

plan. A multi-disciplinary team is created, which: 

• Compiles background information;  
 

• Creates an education and outreach plan;  
 

• Identifies alternatives; and  
 

• Evaluates those alternatives to bring forth to the larger community/region. 

NHDOT used CSS in its Long-Range Transportation Business Plan in 2004, as  

well as in several community-based projects in Meredith, Dublin, New Boston and  

Pelham (NHDOT, n.d.). NHDOT staff has indicated they will utilize CSS principles in  

all of their projects in the future, including corridor planning (personal communication,  

August 10, 2010). 

This particular study investigated two examples where CSS principles had been  
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used in transportation planning projects around New Hampshire: the Route 16 Corridor  

Project (Route 16) and the Interstate-93 Community Technical Assistance Project  

(I-93/CTAP). These processes were examined for their use of the fifteen CSS principles  

outlined by Stamatiadis et al (2009). These are considered “best practices,” as they  

connect stakeholder involvement and education through intersecting land use planning  

with transportation planning. Route 16 was studied based upon its impetus for  

conservation efforts and I-93/CTAP was studied based upon its impetus for dealing with  

safety concerns of I-93. 

By fully implementing the CSS principles, the New Hampshire Department of  

Transportation will ensure: 

• Integrated and inclusive stakeholder involvement; 
 

• A process that integrates land use planning and transportation by nature of  
 

the process outlined by CSS principles; and 
 

• A streamlined process for evaluating context/place-based corridor  
 
planning. 

Rationale 

By focusing on a corridor and all of its elements (multiple forms of transportation,  

adjacent land uses and connecting street network), the planning process done at this level  

enhances the natural, economic and human environments (Project for Public Spaces  

[PPS], 2008). Adding to this, a joint planning process that engages stakeholders in a  

deliberative, meaningful process that provides dialogue and decision-making opens up a  

range of solutions that will be embraced by all interested parties. Understanding and  

implementing this joint planning process will: 

1. Help convince citizens in communities of the need to assist State DOTs in  

serving regional and statewide mobility goals. 

2. Help DOTs deal with the issue of the rising cost of development, sharing  
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expenses with developers when new subdivisions and shopping malls are  

developed based upon the needs of the public. 

3. Allow transportation professionals and other stakeholders to seek solutions  

that are sensitive to the community, environment, land use and financial  

contexts as well as transportation needs. (PPS, 2008, p. 33)  

Characteristics of successful citizen participation have been demonstrated by  

several authors (Carlson & Wormser, 1995; McCoy, Krumpe & Cowles, 1997; Thomas,  

1995; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000) and include: 

• Inclusiveness; 
 

• Early involvement; 
 

• Clear and accurate information/education. 

Taken together, these characteristics enable the public to visualize the impacts of  

plans/proposals on neighborhoods, businesses and the natural environment with enough  

time for the public to come up with alternatives and then review what is being proposed.  

This creates a response based upon the citizens’ and other stakeholders’ values.  

CSS has been promoted and recommended by transportation agencies, including  

the American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHO) and the Federal  

Highway Administration (FHWA). The U.S. Department of Transportation goes on to  

outline that CSS links technical experts to the lay public. A CSS approach requires that  

“transportation planning be opened up to consider the interactions between transportation  

systems and facilities, and the human and natural environment in order to develop  

solutions that are acceptable to all parties, relevant to their needs and perspectives. This,  

in short, is what it means to position transportation needs and solutions within a context”  

(U.S. Department of Transportation, 2007). What is unique about CSS is that it takes into  

account what the community wants prior to determining solutions to mobility and access. 

NHDOT has been utilizing Context Sensitive Solutions principles for its  

individual community transportation project since the early 2000s. This includes several  
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stages for a project, including: 

• Determining the problem/need; 
 

• Planning; 
 

• Scoping and selecting the best alternative; 
 

• Design; 
 

• Construction; and 
 

• Operation and maintenance. 

Stamatiadis et al (2009) call the CSS principles “Action Principles,” which  

provide a basis for evaluation of the benefits of transportation projects. These principles  

include: 

1. Use of interdisciplinary teams; 
 

2. Involvement of stakeholders; 
 

3. Seeking broad-based public involvement; 
 

4. Use of a full range of communication strategies; 
 

5. Achievement of consensus on purpose and need; 
 

6. Addressing of alternatives for all modes; 
 

7. Consideration of a safe facility for users and community; 
 

8. Maintaining environmental harmony; 
 

9. Addressing community and social issues; 
 

10. Addressing aesthetic treatments and enhancements; 
 

11. Utilizing a full range of design choices; 
 

12. Documenting project decisions; 
 

13. Tracking and meeting all commitments; 
 

14. Using agency resources effectively; and 
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15. Creating a lasting value for the community. 

Each transportation planning project is unique in terms of the issues to be addressed, the  

values and needs of the community(ies), and the context of the particular project. These  

include community and environmental concerns, traffic, priorities of the communities  

within the area, as well as other considerations. Addressing these is critical in final  

decisions and implementation strategies that meet the needs of all stakeholders.  

This study tested the use of CSS principles (as outlined by Stamatiadis et al,  

2009) from two New Hampshire examples of corridor studies. This information provides  

recommendations and best practices for stakeholders who participate in future corridor  

planning processes, enabling them to link transportation planning with land use planning  

at the local level. Through content analysis of existing documents from meetings, media  

outlets and websites, as well as web surveys and interviews of stakeholder and agency  

participants, the best practices are outlined for corridor planning projects utilizing CSS  

principles in recommendations.   

List of Terms  

Advisory Committee: A group of volunteers that meets regularly on a long-term basis to  

provide advice and/or support to an institution or one of its subunits (Teitel, 1994, p.1). 

Best Practices: Used to maintain quality as an alternative to mandatory legislated  

standards and can be based on self-assessment or benchmarking (Bogan and English,  

1994). 

Collaborative Decision-Making: A way of making decisions that could be place-based,  

but is always cooperative, multi-party and grounded in high quality information to build a  

relationship between individuals and groups with the goal of coming to some level of  

consensus after education and dialogue has occurred (based loosely on Wondolleck and  

Yaffee, 2000). 

Context Sensitive Solutions:  Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) is a public involvement  
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approach to planning and designing transportation projects based on active and early  

partnerships with communities and project stakeholders. It provides a process to define  

and evaluate the best alternative given the project-specific context by identifying the  

need/problem, the stakeholders affected and other consequences of a proposed plan. A  

multi-disciplinary team compiles background information, creates an education and  

outreach plan, identifies alternatives and evaluates those alternatives to bring forth to the  

larger community/region. (U.S. Department of Transportation and Federal Highway  

Administration, 2005) 

Corridor: “Connections between communities or regions, or at major links between travel  

origins and destinations within a city, village or town” (NH Office of Energy and  

Planning, 2006, p. 7); considers multiple forms of transportation (auto, mass transit,  

bicycle and pedestrian), adjacent land uses (zoning) and connecting street network  

(roadways)” (Project for Public Spaces, 2008, p. 2). 

ISTEA (Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991) and later, SAFETEA- 

LU (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for  

Users): federal transportation programs that provide funding to states that are intended to  

improve consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned  

growth and economic development plans (U.S. Department of Transportation, n.d.). 

Land Use Planning: Taking into account all of the uses of the land, including zoning,  

development, and open space (from the Citizens Guide to Transportation Series with the  

NH Department of Transportation, n.d.). 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO): A federally-mandated and federally-funded  

transportation policy-making organization made up of representatives from local  

government and governmental transportation authorities, based upon a population of  

50,000 or more (Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations, 2011). According  

to NHDOT, there are three MPOs in NH based around the Regional Planning  

Commission catchment areas (Nashua, Rockingham and Southern) with a fourth being  
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proposed (as of 2011) with Central Regional Planning Commission, to include Concord  

(personal communication, April 15, 2011). 

Public Involvement: Including stakeholders in the process of plan/decision-making,  

by clearly stating the goals/objectives; planning for effective dialogue; and building  

cooperation constructively and deliberately (McCoy, Krumpe, and Cowles, 1997). 

Public Meeting: As outlined by at least two federal mandates (National Environmental  

Policy Act and the Administrative Procedures Act), when taxpayer funds are utilized for  

any public project, state and federal agencies have an obligation to provide opportunities  

for public hearings/input (The New York Times Company, n.d.). 

Public Participation: “The practice of consulting and involving members of the public in  

agenda-setting, decision-making, and policy forming activities of organizations or  

institutions responsible for policy development” (Rowe and Frewer, 2004, p. 512). 

Stakeholder: “Any group or individual who can affect or be affected by achievement of  

an organization’s objective” (Campbell, 2008, p. 44). 

Steering Committee: Steers the organization or initiative at the beginning…including  

developing action plans, considering political and other implications of what the  

organization or initiative is doing. They are meant to dissolve once the work is done.  

(Leuci, 1997) 

Top-down: The main activity is initiated by the government or authority in power, where  

“everything is managed by the government and the community’s members are passive,  

emphasizing central planning” (Nikkhah and Redzuan, 2009, p. 171). 

Transportation Planning: A “cooperative process designed to foster involvement by all  

users of the system, such as the business community, community groups, environmental 

organizations, the traveling public, freight operators, and the general public, through a  

proactive public participation process conducted by the Metropolitan Planning  

Organization (MPO), State Department of Transportation (DOT), and transit operators”  

(Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration, 2007, p. 1).
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

“Transportation planning must be cooperative because no single agency has  

responsibility for the entire transportation system” (Federal Highway Administration and 

Federal Transit Administration, 2007, p. 5). In other words, decision-making is not to be 

made by one single agency or entity, it is made via an inclusive public participation 

process that represents the values and needs of stakeholders and the broader public using 

the system.  

Why are coalitions beginning to be built to influence transportation decisions? 

Carlson and Wormser (1995) believe there are two reasons: first, the importance of 

quality of life, of community and of the environment are recognized more than ever, and 

second, there is a confluence of interest developing around a new view that addressing 

these factors is “good business and good government” (Carlson and Wormser, 1995, p. 

22). Pushing the power of decision-making out to the periphery (stakeholders) and away 

from the center (agency heads or technical experts) is increasingly making sense, as is 

noted by the many managerial examples provided by Atul Guwande (2009), as it 

provides for embracing the wisdom of the group to communicate with each other and 

share experiences in complex circumstances. 

Prior to 1990, with the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act (ISTEA), public 

involvement in policy-making was more reactive than proactive (Bickerstaff and Walker, 

2001). ISTEA shifted requirements for federal funding for transportation to mandate 

using a public involvement process to improve consistency between transportation 

improvements, state and local planned growth and economic development plans.  
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Today, authors argue that participation should fit into all stages of the planning 

process, from setting the agenda through the development of the strategies and plans, to 

the implementation of those strategies and plans (Bickerstaff & Walker, 2001; Burby, 

2003; and Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Without the active participation of citizens, from 

pre-planning to implementation, distrust in state agencies can develop, implementation 

can be more difficult, and even lawsuits can be brought, causing lengthy delays. 

However, public participation has been often no more than a “ritual designed to 

satisfy legal requirements” (Innes and Booher, 2000, p. 2) with public hearings where 

agency representatives share their decisions. These public hearings generally are attended 

only by opponents or proponents of what is being talked about, who have a personal stake 

in making the decision go one way or the other. The same can be said for public comment 

or review periods, required by the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) of 1969. APA 

“provides for the effect, processing, promulgation, publication and inspection of state 

agency rules, determinations and other matters” (The New York Times Company, n.d., p. 

1). In practice, these are “pass-through” processes to share decisions that have already 

been made. 

It is important to understand the differences between “pass-through” public input 

and true collaborative decision-making. Linking land use planning with transportation 

planning in a way that provides for collaboration with stakeholders, from the onset of the 

design of the decision-making process to the implementation of the transportation plan, 

allows for increased educational opportunities for both stakeholders and government 

decision-makers.  
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 While much of the literature discusses land use planning and transportation 

planning as two separate processes, the cases discussed in this paper provide an overview 

of the benefits of incorporating a collaborative process that integrates the two within the 

context of two New Hampshire corridor planning projects: Interstate 93 (I-93/CTAP) and 

Route 16 (Spaulding Turnpike). Land use and transportation have a fundamental 

relationship with each other, making implementation of plans unsustainable if both are 

not considered.  

Melding Land Use Planning with Transportation Planning 

Traditionally, land use planning at the local level and transportation planning at  

the regional and state levels have been done separately, with two different public 

involvement processes. Using two different processes results in what one NH 

transportation engineer calls the “transportation-land-use cycle (personal communication, 

August 10, 2010). The transportation-land-use cycle demonstrates that when roadway 

expansion occurs, access is improved, causing land values to increase, which in turn 

brings more development, increased traffic and more congestion and conflict—then the 

cycle begins all over again (NH Office of Energy and Planning, 2006, p.2).  

To avoid this cycle, Planning Boards at the community level need to consider 

transportation issues in their Master Plans and application decisions, and the State 

Department of Transportation needs to consider the needs of the communities in their 

local, regional and statewide transportation decisions.  

Beyond the State DOT, in New Hampshire there are two types of regional entities 

which play a role in linking transportation and land use: Regional Planning Commissions 

(RPCs) and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). RPCs govern areas that are 
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primarily rural in nature with smaller urban areas (under 50,000 people), while MPOs 

govern a city or group of cities whose populations exceed more than 50,000 people 

(Association of Metropolitan Planning Organization, 2011). These two entities help bring 

local communities to the table by having committees comprised of local officials to help 

with transportation related planning efforts and seek public input from their communities 

at hearings, meetings and workshops (NH Office of Energy and Planning, 2006). 

Why is it so challenging to link land use planning and transportation planning? 

From the community side, land use policies are difficult to implement because: 

1. A community has different interpretations and expectations for a section of 

highway than a larger region might. For example, a community may view a 

segment of highway as providing access to their local businesses (such as 

convenience stores and home-based businesses) while a region may view that 

same highway segment simply as a through connection to other communities in 

the region. 

2. Various entities have control over different aspects of transportation and land 

use. Municipalities control land use, while the State controls the highway, and 

individual landowners also have rights. 

3. Development of any kind is seen as a threat by some landowners. 

4. It is difficult to get citizens and their volunteer boards to see the inevitable 

consequences of highway design before the roadway is built or expanded. For 

example, placement of entrance and exit ramps can cause congestion or safety 

issues. Or, the effect of individual curb cuts (such as the entrance to a business) 

on a roadway can be considered generally minimal, but the cumulative effect of 
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many curb cuts is congestion (from the Citizens’ Guide to Transportation Series, 

the NH Department of Transportation, n.d.). 

Municipalities make land use decisions in New Hampshire through their 

individual community Master Plans. A Master Plan is a document, intended to be updated 

every 5-10 years by the local Planning Board, that outlines the current situation in the 

community utilizing hard data (such as number of homes, types of businesses, census, 

traffic counts) as well as citizen input (generally through surveys and public forums) 

regarding their vision for their community. Within the Master Plan, transportation 

decisions are inter-woven through land use decisions, especially zoning 

changes/ordinances. Zoning ordinances are defined as “establishing the basic 

development parameters for the community by defining what types of development will 

be permitted, where they will be allowed, and the basics of how they will be designed” 

(NH Office of Energy and Planning, 2006, p. 6).   

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) and the 

2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 

Users (SAFETEA-LU), require transportation agencies to “think and plan 

comprehensively about appropriate modes of transportation for natural and built 

environments and relate the selected modes to air quality in metropolitan areas and the 

quality of life in communities in general” (Carlson & Wormser, 1995, p. 3). To do so 

effectively, citizens must be included in the decision-making process with relation to 

transportation. ISTEA requires a long-range transportation plan (LRTP) that includes 

stakeholders from all levels of interest (state, regional and local communities) as well as a 

transportation improvement program (TIP) coordinated by the Regional Planning 
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Commission or Metropolitan Planning Organization, each of whom can guide the 

bringing together of land use and transportation planning, via a coordinated, facilitated 

effort by the RPC or MPOs to work with community stakeholders to determine local, 

regional and state needs. 

A shift is happening already, from a model where agencies, by themselves, look 

only at one planning approach (land use or transportation) to one in which decision-

makers bring together all stakeholders to look collaboratively at land use decisions and 

policies as they relate to transportation AND at how transportation decisions affect land 

use policies. This model takes into consideration the current needs and values of the 

citizens, businesses and visitors in these communities and regions while at the same time, 

keeping the future in mind.  

The Issue of Ownership and Public Participation 

 Who “owns” decisions relating to transportation and land use? Asked differently, 

who should have the most influence over and who has the most capacity to be affected by 

the process and outcome of transportation and land use decisions? LaChapelle’s (2008) 

concept of “ownership distribution” outlines this as the “buy-in, support, involvement or 

commitment of interested parties to a community development proposal, plan strategy or 

decision” (LaChapelle, 2008, p. 52). 

 LaChapelle notes there are two separate, but related parts to ownership: one is 

ownership in the process—in other words, who has a voice and whose voice is heard—

and the second is in the outcome. Which participants believe that they have input into 

actual decisions and what results from these efforts?  
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Many have discussed the disadvantage of not having one’s voice heard (Chrislip 

& Larson, 1994; Portney, 1991; and Silverman, 2005), but what is public participation? 

Arnstein (1969) argues that there is a critical difference between “participation” and 

having the real power needed to affect the outcome of the decision or in her words 

“citizen control” (Arnstein, 1969, p. 223), where citizens are equal partners in the process 

with agency and other technical experts. 

 There are several different ways to look at participation in decision-making. For 

instance it can be mandated by law, as is the case with public meetings, testimony at 

hearings, or voting. Or, it can be through the formation of Citizen Advisory Committees 

(CACs) comprised of representatives of the groups affected by a decision. Or, it can be 

strictly an adversarial activity, where the information is summarized, included in a final 

report and sent off to decision makers where the information gathered doesn’t necessarily 

make a difference one way or the other in the final decision. Either way, participation is a 

required step in decisions that utilize public dollars, and in order to achieve ownership, it 

must be collaborative in nature. 

Collaboration versus Public Participation 

As Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) contend, when the public collaborates with 

government agencies in for example, environmental decision-making, not only are those 

projects more likely to be implemented, but the process itself provides a better reparation 

for agencies and communities (whether it be communities of place or of interest) for 

future challenges because there has been built in two-way communication.  

Collaboration builds understanding because citizens and other groups outside of 

the traditional decision-making agencies have developed parallel expertise so they 
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themselves can understand and challenge agency decisions as decision-making becomes 

increasingly technical and complex. This is important because not only does the public 

need to have an enhanced understanding of the wide range of considerations involved in 

the decisions being made by their government leaders, government leaders too must 

understand and acknowledge the needs of the various stakeholders and the implications 

of decisions made.  

 Information access and sharing are critical in successful collaboration between 

citizens and government agencies. Both sides need the same information about 

transportation and land use for decision-making—here, about a particular highway or 

road situation. This can be done via outreach and dialogue processes such as public 

meetings, comment periods, open houses, information tables, surveys and visioning 

workshops.  

Strengthening personal relationships among and between participants and 

government officials, provides the opportunity to work through and understand the facts, 

theories and methods for decision-making, as well as the values and needs of 

stakeholders. This can result in something known as the “activation phenomenon,” where 

members of a group, when provided the opportunity to share their concerns at the start of 

the decision-making process, are then more likely to note problems and offer solutions as 

the process continues (Guwande, 2009, p. 108). 

Linking Stakeholder Views and Implementation 

Collaborative learning and problem solving emphasize going beyond just 

perfunctory participation. Collaboration brings together different (individual and group) 

stakeholders who will be affected by government decisions. Together they will spend the 
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time necessary to investigate the implications of these decisions that will directly affect 

them, making an effort to compromise where possible. Everyone should feel their voice 

is heard, even if their suggestions are not ultimately in the final decisions.  

If the goal at the outset of the process is for stakeholders to play a role in the 

implementation of the ultimate plan, then merely getting their input will not be enough. 

There must be, as Portney (1991) states, the ability to “enable the public to understand 

when experts are right and when they’re wrong” and to provide an opportunity for those 

experts proposing solutions to be “confronted by conflicting points of view and to [also] 

educate participants” (Portney, 1991, p. 211). Without this, there will be alienation from 

the planning system, eventually leading to possible “lawsuits…and an increased 

fragmentation of an already highly divided government and society” (Innes and Booher, 

2000, p. 3).  

Engagement needs to be key—not talking at, but talking with each other-- to learn 

what each side has for values and needs and taking what Guwande calls “pause points” to 

assess where the process is and where it is about to go (Guwande, 2009, p. 11). 

Why involve the public at all in decisions made by government agencies? Innes  

and Booher (2000) outline it simply, as a way to: 

1. Acquire information about the public’s preferences so that they can play a 

part in the decisions about projects, policies or plans; 

2. Improve the decisions that are made by incorporating the knowledge of 

the public into the calculus of the decision; 

3. Give at the least the opportunity for people to be heard who were 

overlooked or misunderstood in the early stages of the planning process; 
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4. Get legitimacy for public decisions; and 

5. Meet the letter of the law, as the law requires it (Innes and Booher, 2000, 

p. 7). 

While there have been many examples of interactive and collaborative methods to 

involve stakeholders in soliciting input and/or decision-making, including creating task 

forces, design charrettes, or boards/coalitions, there have been challenges associated with 

each of these. According to Innes and Booher (2000), these groups often are 

unrepresentative of their various stakeholder groups in their makeup. They may start off 

well, but are not followed-up on when decisions or recommendations are made; and they 

may not be properly designed or facilitated well, so they don’t reflect the true views of 

participants or aren’t successful in getting tasks done. Also, they may lack the ability to 

implement the results if it is a complex proposal or to influence players if not everyone is 

at the table. Or, they may be subject to critique that they are just a pass through to “make 

people feel better” about the process. (Innes and Booher, 2000, p. 12) 

Innes and Booher (2000) provide a theory for collaborative planning that outlines 

the levels of participation by the various stakeholders and their interests, based on four 

models of planning and policy making: technical bureaucratic; political influence; social 

movements; and collaborative. 

The technical bureaucratic planning model is the traditional bureaucratic model 

because it looks at all significant alternatives and gathers all pertinent information, 

dependent mostly on quantitative data to “back up” the plan. This is used best when there 

is one set of goals and a single decision maker where the problems are sufficiently 

understood, not where there are diverse interests with multiple options. Planners using 
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this model see public involvement as a requirement of the law, with the information 

received from the public as “anecdotal,” taking away neutrality from their analysis. 

The political influence planning model involves an agency head or elected official  

(rather than a trained planner) who chooses what goes into the plan on the basis of what 

certain constituencies want, basically by giving resources to different powerful players 

who offer loyalty in return. They are known as a “political planner” or the “pork barrel 

approach” (Innes and Booher, 2000, p. 15). Generally, broad public participation of 

citizens is undesirable and may actually be a threat because the power is then lost in this 

model.  

In the social movement model, a large number of citizens get to have a hearing in 

response to not feeling heard or being dissatisfied by decision-making and the focus is 

upon the interdependence of the interests. Therefore, the movement is the citizen 

participation activity.  

Finally, the collaborative planning model mandates that planning be done through 

“face-to-face dialogue among those who have interests in the outcomes, or stakeholders” 

(Innes and Booher, 2000, p. 18). It requires that there be several conditions, including: 

• Involvement of a full range of interests; 

• Authentic dialogue, meaning representatives must speak on behalf of the 

stakeholders they represent; 

• Diversity and interdependence among the collaborators; 

• All issues must be on the table;  

• Everyone must be equally informed, equally listened to and empowered in the 

discussion; and 
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• Agreements being reached by consensus, satisfying the interests of all players 

(Innes and Booher, 2000, pgs. 18-19). 

Participants jointly develop a mission together defining interests and a shared 

understanding of the problem. They then agree on what they need to do, and work 

through tasks that will lead to actions or agreements that will improve their ability to 

meet their own interests and ultimately, the collective welfare of their community (Innes 

and Booher, 2000).  

Understanding each other’s interests helps participants create strategies that they 

might not have come up with had they not worked together collaboratively. It works well 

when there are diverse interests in an issue and “when the interests are too interdependent 

to be able to accomplish their own goals working alone or with only a small set of others” 

(Innes and Booher, 2000, p. 19). The use of scenario building, charrettes or role-playing 

can be particularly helpful in helping the stakeholders understand the interests and the 

available possibilities to meet the needs of stakeholders in a collaborative, team-building 

process where everyone learns something.  

This collaborative model, however, is not without challenges. It can be time-

consuming. Relationships, for example, take time to build, especially if there is a history 

of distrust among the stakeholders.  

Sometimes understanding where people’s interests truly lie may be challenging, 

as many are more comfortable in conflict situations with expressing their positions, rather 

than their interests. By definition, “positions are characterized as concrete, explicit 

decisions, while interests are abstract, intangible, and are the cause or motivation behind 

positions” (Provis, 1996, p. 1). Said differently, positions are statement-oriented and 
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interests are more emotional in nature. Once the group can begin to understand that they 

have common interests, they can move forward, but many times, this requires the 

expertise of an outside, neutral facilitator to help them get to this step, to deal with the 

myriad of groups coming to the table with their individual and group interests and 

positions. 

Participatory Planning Trends At Home and Around the World 

International Planning Trends 

Public participation in governmental decision-making has become part of the  

norm in international planning. Local Agenda 21 (LA21), for example, is an action plan  

of the United Nations, resulting as an outcome of the United Nations Conference on  

Environment and Development (UNCED) in 1992 that requires public participation in  

government decisions. It is intended to be a blueprint of action to be taken globally,  

nationally and locally by all groups in every area in which humans interact with the  

environment. (UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2009) 

LA21 looks at environmental sustainability through multi-sector participatory  

approaches in its strategic planning elements that are recognized internationally,  

including:  

• A community vision to bring together the aspirations of all stakeholders in the  

municipality and to establish a common direction. Key areas of concern are also  

identified.  

• A partnership between local authorities, communities, and businesses as a  

mechanism for dialogue, cooperation, joint analysis, planning and action.  

• A community-based issue analysis to ensure that issues are well understood by all  

stakeholders and all views are considered to make sure there is a comprehensive  
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and holistic understanding of issues, their causes, effects, threats and  

opportunities.  

• Action plans to comprehensively set out and formalize agreed objectives,  

strategies, actions, targets, and commitments by stakeholders from different  

sectors.  

• Implementation and monitoring to realize the action plans and to ensure continual  

joint progress and improvement towards agreed upon goals.  

• Evaluation and feedback to celebrate successes and to seek opportunities for  

improvement, as well as to review objectives, strategies and actions as necessary.  

(Urban Environmental Management, 2010, p. 1) 

With regard to transportation planning specifically, the United Kingdom has local  

transport planning (LTP). LTP has expectations and requirements for participation which  

includes early involvement, interactiveness (two-way dialogue) involving all interest  

groups, continuousness, openness and effective feedback to participants with planning  

decisions linking transportation and land use being made at the local level (Bickerstaff  

and Walker, 2001).  

National Planning Trends 

Carlson and Wormser (1995) outline several cases around the country under  

the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act of 1991 (ISTEA), including cases in  

the states of Massachusetts, Virginia, Maryland, Connecticut, Georgia, Oregon and 

Washington. These cases show the influence stakeholders can have over transportation 

decisions. These influences are particularly important when those decisions have an 
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impact on tracts of land critical to the quality of life of the community or region, 

including historic, environmentally sensitive, and/or natural areas to be preserved.  

Maine, through its Sensible Transportation Act of 1991 (MSTA) created eight  

Regional Transportation Advisory Committees (RTACs), each comprised of 16-22  

members representing planners, environmentalists, business, commerce, transportation  

modes, historic preservation, elderly, disabled and other diverse interests (Carlson and  

Wormser, 1995, p. 91). The State DOT must cooperate with these types of lay 

committees and the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in most aspects of any  

transportation planning process in the state.  

A New Way of Collaborative Decision-Making: Context Sensitive Solutions 

New Hampshire, and several other states around the country, including Florida, 

Minnesota, California and Illinois, have introduced a program called Context Sensitive 

Solutions (CSS) to their transportation corridor planning processes as a way to link 

transportation and land use planning together through collaborative stakeholder 

involvement, with steering committees and advisory groups intimately involved in the 

process.  

By definition, corridor planning looks at the “connections between communities 

or regions, or at major links between travel origins and destinations within a city, village 

or town” (NH Office of Energy and Planning, 2006, p. 7). The process is making it a very 

useful way to attract and retain stakeholders because it “hits home” with their own 

communities, enabling them to bring their values to the table, while at the same time, 

having a stake in making sure decisions make the most sense for their own community.   
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CSS has been in existence since 1998 when the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

(AASHTO) jointly sponsored a conference for transportation officials to look at 

transportation planning in new ways (Federal Highway Administration and Federal 

Transit Administration, 2007). A basic tenet of CSS is to look at solutions for the entire 

transportation corridor, rather than on an isolated project, while considering “multiple 

forms of transportation, adjacent land uses and the connecting street network, 

transforming the transportation planning process into one that respects and enhances our 

natural and human environments” (PPS, 2008, p. 3).  

By its implied goals, CSS allows for joint collaborative planning that opens up a 

range of solutions that would not be thought of by one entity alone. At the same time, the 

process helps convince communities to see the benefits of working with state 

Departments of Transportation (DOTs) to achieve regional and statewide transportation 

goals.  

Finally, CSS helps DOTs consider the entire corridor, including, but not limited 

to, roads. The corridor encompasses places where people want to gather, such as 

sidewalks or a park/playground, where there is a safe space for pedestrians and bicyclists 

to interact with the roadway (PPS, 2008). CSS has led DOTs to think beyond the 

automobile to looking at transportation planning and the areas surrounding roadways as 

more of a social networking medium. 

Combining the CSS process with corridor planning links public dialogue and 

decision-making with bigger picture, land use and transportation planning decisions.  
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New Hampshire has had several good examples of CSS principles being used on a 

small scale in local community transportation projects. Town centers in Pelham, Dublin 

and New Boston looked at the citizens’ perceptions of the uses of these town centers and 

subsequently, how the roadways should interact with them. Roundabouts, crosswalks and 

signage to slow traffic were designed to make these town centers more pedestrian-

friendly. These projects have brought the knowledge of the citizens to the table about 

their communities with the technical knowledge of the “experts” from state agencies. 

When done on a larger-scale, corridor basis, there are multiple communities involved, 

and stakeholders include state agencies, regional agencies, private citizens, 

businesses/business groups, private and non-profit groups. 

Based upon the view of one DOT engineer, (personal communication, August 10, 

2010), currently NH and several other states do corridor planning in a piecemeal, single-

corridor basis, rather than in a methodical, systems-level fashion. They react to issues, 

trends and needs, rather than plan for them. NHDOT calls this tactical planning (NH 

Department of Transportation, 2007, p. 1).  

In order to get ahead of the issues, trends and needs, not only from a single 

corridor perspective, but from a statewide perspective, decision-makers and stakeholders 

must utilize a strategic approach, in contrast to a tactical approach. By doing so, issues 

can be identified, alternatives can be explored and implementation strategies and 

priorities can be selected not only within a specific corridor, but also between corridors 

and among municipalities falling along those corridors (NH Department of 

Transportation, 2007). 
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Planning on a corridor basis should also provide citizens with a new context in 

which to think when they examine their own travel experiences. For example, 

considering how their spending habits, commuting patterns and personal lives relate to 

their travel routes (and the challenges along those routes) is a novel way of thinking for 

most citizens. Where applicable, mass transit modes of transportation can be explored 

from a fresh perspective based upon the needs of all stakeholders who use the roadways 

within the corridor.  

The Value of a Checklist 

By bringing citizens and other stakeholders together with state-level and regional 

decision-makers through the CSS process, the values and interests of ALL involved are 

recognized and taken into consideration when addressing the land use and transportation 

needs of the region, when planning on a corridor basis.  

Going forward, an efficient and useful way to do this is through a checklist for 

grassroots groups, community leaders and agency representatives. Why is a checklist so 

valuable? By the sheer nature of such a potentially volatile process that involves so many 

stakeholders, those in charge of corridor planning can become distracted and fall prey to 

what Guwande calls “ineptitude,” meaning that they have the knowledge for how to deal 

with the situation, but may fail to apply it correctly (Guwande, 2009, p. 9). 

Additionally, by providing the best practices in a checklist format, it can provide 

protection against two types of failures Guwande also references: 1) to remind us of 

minimum necessary steps and make them explicit (thereby providing verification 

measures) and 2) to offer discipline of higher performance in the future (Guwande, 2009, 

p. 36).  
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Transportation and land use decisions are complex even without taking into 

account the needs and values of stakeholders. By creating a checklist with a step-by-step 

guide for how to accomplish these collaborative decisions, ownership and a parallel 

expertise will be developed for both agency experts and the stakeholders affected. 
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology 

Research Approach 

 In order to evaluate the use of Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) action principles  

in a collaborative stakeholder process for transportation corridor planning, this research  

drew from two New Hampshire corridor projects (further referenced as case studies): the  

Route 16 corridor planning process and the Route 93 Community Technical Assistance  

Project (I-93/CTAP). Field instruments included content analysis, web surveys and semi- 

structured interviews from both projects. 

Case Study Analysis 

  Using a mixed methods approach of data collection, this research evaluated the  

Route 16 process, which took place in the 1990s, and the Route 93 (I-93/CTAP) process,  

which is currently taking place. The goal was to assess the level of stakeholder  

involvement and overall effectiveness of utilizing CSS principles, as outlined by  

Stamatiadis et al (2009). Both projects originated with the NH Department of  

Transportation (NHDOT), had numerous stakeholders and were chosen out of  

convenience and geographic proximity.  

  The objectives were to assess the level of stakeholder involvement based upon  

criteria outlined in Bickerstaff and Walker (2001), including measures to evaluate: 

• Early involvement; 

• Interactiveness (two-way dialogue); 

• Inclusiveness of diverse stakeholder groups; 

• Continuity of participation activities throughout the process; 

• Openness of the process; and 

• Effective feedback to stakeholders throughout the process. 

  To gauge the overall effectiveness of these criteria, select CSS principles were  
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also measured. These principles were determined through the measurement of the  

potential benefits of using the CSS process for transportation planning, based upon the  

work of Stamatiadis et al (2009): 

• Use of interdisciplinary teams; 

• Involvement of stakeholders; 

• Seeking broad-based public involvement; 

• Use of a full range of communication strategies; 

• Achieving consensus on purpose and need; 

• Addressing alternatives and all modes of transportation; 

• Considering a safe facility for users and community; 

• Maintaining environmental harmony; 

• Addressing community and social issues; 

• Addressing aesthetic treatments and enhancements; 

• Utilizing a full range of design choices; 

• Documenting project decisions; 

• Tracking and meeting all commitments; 

• Using agency resources effectively; and 

• Creating a lasting value for the community. 

  Using concurrent mixed methods for both of these case studies (Creswell, 2009),  

content analysis was done on all available materials, including media and evaluation data,  

as well as meeting agendas and minutes. Participants in the study were invited to take  

part in an online survey as either a stakeholder or an agency representative, with site- 

specific surveys for both groups in each of the two projects. Finally, select participants  

from both projects were interviewed using a semi-structured format, after completing the  
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required consent form.   

Content Analysis 

  When examining documents associated with these two projects, the Working  
 
Group notebooks and other compilations were inspected, including: 

• Meeting agendas and minutes;  

• Documentation and reports from forums/focus groups conducted; 

• Media data/products (including videos and newsletter mailings provided to 

stakeholders and the general public);  

• Reports documenting project evaluations and outcomes; and  

• Web pages associated with the I-93/CTAP processes.  

  Specifically, the following items were evaluated, based upon the principles  

outlined by Stamatiadis et al, 2009, to assess the extent to which each was utilized in the  

processes: 

1. Use of interdisciplinary teams: The determination was made as to whether the  

interdisciplinary teams adequately represented stakeholder groups, including how  

soon in the process they were involved. Reporting of findings included documenting  

communication methods utilized by the team members. 

2. Involvement of other stakeholders and the broader public: The extent to which  

other stakeholders--who were not part of the Working Groups or committees--were  

identified and solicited for input and updated on the process was documented. 

3. Seeking of broad-based public involvement: The public involvement process was  

examined and authenticated, determining and noting opportunities beyond public  

hearings that were conducted to solicit input throughout the process. 

4. Use of a full range of communication strategies: Documentation was examined to  

determine the range of communication techniques utilized by the team with the public  

to both disseminate information as well as collect information/input. 
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5. Achievement of consensus on purpose and need: Determination for how the  

Purpose and Need Statement was developed via the processes for public input was  

outlined. 

 6. Addressing alternatives/solutions for all transportation modes: It was verified that  

alternative solutions were developed and encouraged as available choices to address  

the Purpose and Need Statement—including documenting whether a “No Build”  

alternative was considered and provided as a genuine alternative. 

7. Consideration of a safe facility for users and community: Proof was provided that  

input was sought from all modal user groups (i.e. not just automobile/truck/bus) in an  

effort to understand their needs and document that a safety review of proposed  

plans/ideas was conducted at each phase that considered the needs of all users.  

8. Maintaining environmental harmony: All natural, human and cultural resources  

were documented within each study area, identified by both stakeholders and  

members of the broader public. Information was sought out to show appropriate 

studies were conducted and/or considered in the process as early as possible, with the  

goal of having the projects strive to enhance resources, not just maintain them. 

9. Addressing community and social issues: It was confirmed that community and  

related social issues are directly linked to certain characteristics of the built  

environment. The CSS process was examined for each corridor with regard to how  

each took into consideration specific issues as they proposed alternatives/solutions  

that preserved or enhanced existing community resources and values.  

10. Addressing aesthetic treatment and enhancements: This principle was not  

examined in the study due to the nature of both projects being more planning- 

oriented, meaning no construction projects were developed during the processes. 

11. Utilization of a full range of design choices: As with the aesthetic treatments and  

enhancements, since there was no roadway expansion or construction completed,  

there were no design choices determined, so this principle was not examined in the  
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study. 

12. Documentation of project decisions: For each phase of each project, it was  

determined whether critical decisions were documented and made part of a clear and  

open record process, thus providing a public framework for measuring results. This  

framework includes documenting for each project: 

• A Purpose and Need Statement; 
 

• A full range of alternatives/solutions considered; 
 

• All natural, human and cultural resources that were completed in the study 
areas; and 

 

• Potential safety concerns and their treatments (Stamatiadis et al, 209, p. 18). 

13. Tracking and meeting of all commitments: Commitments made by state  

agencies, RPCs and consultants to the stakeholders/public in all process phases were  

identified and recorded and an effort was made to confirm if commitments were  

satisfactorily addressed prior to completion. 

14. Use of agency resources effectively: Verification as to whether or not the teams  

had appropriate support and resources to effectively carry out tasks and expenditures  

as appropriate to each process scope/context, noting partnerships and other economic  

benefits in each was made. 

15. Creation of lasting value for the community: For each project, it was detailed as  

to how certain solutions were compatible with the long-term vision(s) of the quality  

of life for those communities.  

  Through an open coding process (Creswell, 2009), the degree to which each of 

the two corridor planning processes met these CSS action principles was assessed. There 

were two face-to-face meetings with both planning staff at the NHDOT and with the 

Executive Director of the Rockingham Planning Commission, as well as one telephone 

meeting with an Antioch College of New England staff member who was the paid 
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consultant for the I-93/CTAP process. The majority of Working Group agendas and 

meeting minutes for both projects were located at the North Country Council and Lakes 

Region Planning Commission offices. I-93/CTAP materials were located on the project’s 

website and on a CD of information about the process provided by NHDOT. 

Web-surveys 

 After completing the content analysis of existing documentation on the two  

corridor planning processes, the following characteristics were assessed using a web- 

based survey to demonstrate the benefits of following a CSS process. Survey Monkey  

was utilized to develop and analyze the surveys, including open- and closed-ended  

questions engaging Working Group (stakeholder) and agency participants to discover  

their perceptions of: 

1. Level of success (especially as related to other planning processes in which  

they may have participated) as associated with: 

• Relationships formed with other team members; 
 

• The relationship of the team with the public; 
 

• Trust in the project team and the process; and 
 

• Sense of ownership of the process and outcomes. 

2.  Agreement regarding survey respondents’ perspectives on: 

• Defining transportation problems needing to be addressed in the  
 
respective corridor; 
 

• Outlining viable alternatives/solutions available; and 
 

• Process satisfaction with regard to alternatives/solutions. 

3. Overall quality of alternatives/solutions, measured by perspectives on: 

• Including opportunities for joint funding/in-kind resources becoming  
 
available, as well as economic development; 
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• Increases in environmental stewardship; 

 
• Taking into account the overall impact to humans and the natural  

 
environment; 
 

• Improvement of mobility and overall safety for users; 
 

• Quality of life and community satisfaction improvements; and 
 

• Level to which the process was in line with the goals of the community  
 

Master Plan. 

4. Overall satisfaction with the process, such as: 

• The type of team relationship they had with DOT/consultants  
 
(informational, consultation, partnership or able to provide the direction); 
 

• How they interacted internally as a team; 
 

• Procedures and methods for decision-making; and  
 

• Appropriateness of public input activities/initiatives to the particular  
 

audiences. 

5. The agreed upon projects/solutions, specifically: 

• Did it support the vision of its respective community; and 
 

• How well DOT and the Project Team responded to stakeholders’ issues  
 

and concerns. 

All of the Working Group members and other team committees for both projects 

for whom viable email addresses were attained received the “stakeholder” version of the 

survey tailored to their specific project. All agency and RPC members received their own 

tailored “agency” version specific to the project they worked on, if their current email 

addresses could be confirmed. The surveys were developed through a program called 
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Survey Monkey, a web-based program that allows the researcher to develop both open- 

and closed-ended questions via a hyperlinked survey that can be emailed to participants. 

It allows for anonymity of the participants through an “opt-out” feature, while ensuring 

the opportunity to follow up with participants with clarifying questions for maximum 

participation. Thus, I was able to view who had completed the survey, allowing for 

reminder emails to be sent over the open survey time period. 

Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted soon after the web surveys were 

completed, to triangulate the data from both the content analysis and web surveys. Two 

or three participants were selected from each process, based upon the suggestions from 

NHDOT. Interviews included questions about: 

1. Team member interaction and decision-making: Opinions regarding how team  

members made decisions and how input from team members was taken into  

consideration.   

2. Public participation: opinions about how input was sought from the public,  

adequacy of public input opportunities, and communication channels used by the  

team with the public. 

3. Purpose and Need Statement development:  opinions about how it was created  

and monitored, solutions that were created based upon it, and whether or not  

commitments were followed through with the team and the public. 

4. Whether or not the process had lasting value for the community(ies), such as in  

Master Plans or zoning ordinances, economic development plans, or multi-town  

natural resources preservation initiatives to outline how the process was in line  

with community needs and values. 

5. Recommendations for future improvements to corridor planning processes in  
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the future—what could be done differently the next time? 

Data Analysis Procedures 

A mixed methods approach was the most useful for this research, helping to  

broaden understanding about the perspectives and experiences of the participants by  

incorporating both qualitative and quantitative methods to explain and build upon the  

results of both approaches. Using a concurrent triangulation strategy, as outlined in  

Creswell (2009), the content analysis was corroborated with what the surveys and  

interviews provided from the participants. 

Content Analysis 

  Inductive data analysis of the documents was conducted (Creswell, 2009),  

building patterns, categories and themes to form abstract units of information. Doing so  

allowed for the ability to condense the broad range of documents and information into a  

brief summary format.  This guided the determination of which of the CSS principles  

were implemented in the two projects, as well as evaluating the benefits achieved through  

the use of these principles, as determined through previous research done by Stamatiadis  

et al (2009).  

  Committee/Working Group agendas, meeting minutes and subsequent reports;  

evaluation documents; as well as newsletters and fact sheets were methodically read  

through. The information contained in those documents assisted in determining their  

relationship to the perception of the survey respondents as well as with interviewees on  

what was said to have occurred versus what truly happened. 

Web Surveys 
Analysis consisted of both quantitative and qualitative methods for the four  

surveys: Route 16 Stakeholder Survey, I-93/CTAP Stakeholder Survey, Route 16 Agency  

Survey and I-93/CTAP Agency Survey. The data was compiled by representation on the  

committee/working group (e.g., community member, business owner, agency  
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representative, interest group, etc.), age, sex and how many meetings (if any) the  

participant took part in. Likert scales were utilized in the majority of the survey  

questions, allowing for frequencies to be tallied.  

Open-ended questions were outlined in the findings as they related to perceived  

benefits or outcomes, developed to fit within the action principles and benefits of  

CSS. Figures were created to demonstrate differences between stakeholder and agency  

response categories, using the software program Excel. 

Semi-Structured Interviews 

Each 30-60 minute interview was audiotaped and later transcribed in order to 

hand code the responses, identifying participants by representation on the team (e.g., 

community member, business owner, agency representative, interest group, etc.), age, sex 

and how many meetings (if any) the participant took part in. Themes were coded and 

measured against survey responses. The interviews allowed for delving more deeply into 

questions about decision-making procedures; partnerships formed, and perceived 

outcomes, as well as lessons learned. 

Validity and Reliability 

 Validity and reliability are important to consider, given the variety of tools used 

for this research. Content analysis and interview data were utilized in conjunction with 

the survey data, which provided for a wider range of responses from both processes than 

just interviews or surveys alone.  

 To address the “time” lapse since the participants had been active in the 

processes, a cued recall technique was utilized (Bernard and Ryan, 2010, p. 38) to help 

reduce errors and prompt them to recall facts. A phased assertion probing technique 
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(Bernard and Ryan, 2010, p. 33) was also used to aid in recall, providing them with the 

information already known about the project, making them feel more comfortable talking 

or correcting misperceptions from the content analysis. Reliability was addressed through 

the use of the multiple data sources (content analysis, surveys and interviews) to 

corroborate themes and information.  

Assumptions and Biases 

 Given the researcher’s familiarity with some of the participants, there could be  

some response effects related to the fact that they may feel comfortable and open to  

providing honest answers, which is a good thing. However, they could also use this as a  

social opportunity to elaborate on responses that are not particularly related to the study  

goals. I remained aware of this and encouraged the participant to stay on track by  

returning back to the question-at-hand when they would stray from the topic.  

Next, the accuracy and completeness of the information compiled from the  

content analysis was a challenge, as records were kept not necessarily in one place and  

Working Group information, particularly in the Route 16 project, varied amongst the five  

Working Groups. So, the determination had to be made about the differences among the  

groups, as well as the similarities. Finally, the interview protocols (being semi-structured  

in nature) had the potential to bias the responses, but again, redirecting the subjects was  

effective in addressing this. 

 In summary, the research conducted on these two processes’ use (or not) of CSS  

principles is important to the future of corridor planning, not only in NH, but nationally.  

Stakeholder and agency perceptions provide for a first-person perspective of how well  

these processes worked and what can be improved in the future. The data compiled  

offered the start of a checklist that can be elaborated upon for collaborative corridor  

planning in the future. 
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Chapter Four: Findings and Data Analysis 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how the New Hampshire State  

Department of Transportation (NHDOT) and other involved state agencies work with  

regional and local citizens and other stakeholders as potential partners to incorporate the  

values and needs of citizens affected by a major road enhancement or expansion. Using  

the Route 16 and I-93/CTAP corridor processes as case studies, the intent was to  

identify/determine: 

• How can citizens and other stakeholders who are impacted be integrated into  

the decision-making process through input and collaborative decision- 

making for a shared plan of what the most effective strategies are to meet  

the values and needs of all interested parties? 

• What are “best practices” that can be utilized by the NH State Department of  

Transportation for corridor planning that will have lasting value for the  

citizens by land use planning done in communities surrounding the corridor  

utilizing Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) principles? (Note: CSS is a  

public involvement approach to planning and designing transportation  

projects based on active and early partnerships with communities and  

project stakeholders.) 

When answered, these led to the start of a checklist for DOT and other state agencies to  

utilize in future corridor planning processes, which should (in future research) include a  

step-by-step guide for how to implement a CSS process, intended for use by both  

agencies as well as community leaders. Following is what was discovered for each of the  

case studies. 

Route 16 Corridor Planning and Management Plan Process 

Background  

 The Route 16 corridor stretches along 156 miles of NH roadway from the  
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Seacoast in southern New Hampshire to the Great North Woods of northern New  

Hampshire: from Portsmouth to Wentworth’s Location. This represents 1/6 of the state’s  

land area (NHDOT, 1995).  

In the mid-1990s, the NH Department of Transportation (NHDOT) spent about $2  

million to fund the 5 year process to study the possible future expansion of the corridor.  

As a result, an intensive public involvement process was created to develop a corridor  

management plan. According to NHDOT, Route 16 was chosen deliberately as a  

“demonstration project” to display the availability of [at the time] new transportation  

planning and decision-making technology and tools, including: 

• Corridor protection from unmanaged growth; 
 

• Prioritization of road projects within the corridor; 
 

• Coordination of community development policies beyond basic zoning and  
 
development standards with a focus on limiting or controlling commercial strip  
 
development; 
 

• Coordinated planning with the Regional Planning Commissions and NHDOT; 
 

• Multi-modal transportation planning (bicycles, automobiles and public transit);  
 

• Utilization of GIS for decision-making in highway corridor planning (NHDOT,  
 
1995). 

The overall goal was to: 

Demonstrate an innovative approach to developing a long-range solution to the  

problem of providing an efficient transportation system (while) promoting  

economic vitality and a high quality of life for residents of communities and  

visitors to regions served by the Route 16 corridor (NHDOT, 1999). 

Proposed outcomes included helping citizens and stakeholders in the corridor recognize  

that each decision has an impact on others and to increase lines of communication among  

towns in the corridor. These were accomplished by providing information and tools  
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needed for good local decision-making and informing the public of the transportation  

decision-making process, while at the same time giving citizen and stakeholder  

ownership of the problems and in the development of solutions. 

 The project was broken up into four phases: 

• Phase I (1993-1995): What have we done to date, relating to Route 16? 
 

o Data collection for consideration in planning; 

o Review of previous studies; and 

o Develop maps of physical features. 

• Phase II (late 1995-1997): What are we doing currently to Route 16? 

o Study the relationship between socio-demographic characteristics of 

current and potential users (residents and tourists); 

o Document current demand on existing transportation networks (all 

modes); 

o Identify issues of concern to the public; 

o Prepare an existing conditions report based upon data collected in Phase I;  

o Implement Public Involvement Plan (PIP). 

• Phase III and IV (1997-1998): What needs to be done once all data and public 

input has been collected? 

o Integrate land use and transportation planning by analyzing data, 

forecasting growth and using computer models to test options; 

o Develop short and long-range alternatives through a continuing public 

involvement process; and 

o Investigate and identify solutions for transportation and land use issues 

based upon existing conditions, computer modeled futures, environmental 
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and financial constraints and the desires of corridor residents and 

stakeholders. 

Participants 

 Several layers of participants were involved from the 37 towns and  

unincorporated places in the study area. These included five Working Groups, who were  

divided up geographically across the region, roughly by Regional Planning Commission  

(RPC) boundaries. The Working Groups encompassed representation by the communities  

(n=78), legislators (n=6), interest groups (n=8), state agency personnel (n=3), RPC  

members (n=8) and businesses (n=7). Other participants included the consultant hired by  

NHDOT to facilitate the process and help develop the Public Involvement Plan (Wallace  

Floyd), NHDOT staff, and Office of State Planning staff (now called the Office of  

Energy and Planning). This group is referred to in this study as the “Project Team.” 

Methodology 

Content Analysis 

In order to analyze the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) principles applied in  

this process, a full content analysis of existing documentation for the project was  

conducted. This included visits to each of the four RPC offices in the study area  

(Rockingham, Strafford, Lakes Region and North Country Council) and mining through  

agendas, minutes and memos, as well as tools and products, noting which of the CSS  

principles information fell under. Also, available related information was reviewed at the  

NHDOT and Office of Energy and Planning (OEP) offices.  

Web-Surveys 

Two surveys were conducted to poll Working Group members and agency  

representatives to determine their views of the process and outcomes. Survey Monkey  

was utilized to collect the two surveys, one for Working Group members (“Route 16  

Stakeholder Survey”) and one for agencies (“Route 16 Agency Survey”) over four weeks  



45 
 

in May and June, 2011. Surveys were pilot tested (by individuals who would not be  

participating in the survey) to determine flow, survey length and question validity. The  

questions were based loosely upon the CSS evaluation tools developed by Stamatiadis et  

al (2009), who outlined the principles and associated benefits of using Context Sensitive  

Solutions for transportation project development. These questions were modified to  

address a corridor scale and some questions were eliminated that did not pertain to the  

two cases studied, namely, final construction questions, since roadway  

improvements/expansion did not occur during the period of each of these processes. 

Survey participants were drawn from the final Working Group member lists  

compiled by NHDOT in April 1998. Meetings with an RPC member in each of the four  

regions (Rockingham, Strafford, Lakes Region and North Country Council) were held to  

locate and confirm email addresses and phone numbers for the members who were still in  

the area. This included former agency representatives who had moved to other  

organizations. When their contact information was available, they were included in the  

survey.  

This process for compiling emails for both Working Group members and agency  

representatives proved to be challenging, given the length of time since the process had  

taken place (nearly 20 years). The surveys were sent out originally on May 26, 2011  

(Stakeholder Survey) and May 31, 2011 (Agency Survey). Reminders were sent on a  

weekly basis to those who had not yet responded over a period of four weeks (until June  

26, 2011).  

With regard to response rates, for the Route 16 Stakeholder survey, there were 33  

total possible emails, of which 26 were active. There were eight full responses with three  

partial responses, for a total response rate of 42%. For the Route 16 Agency survey, there  

were 12 possible emails, of which all of them were active. There were seven full responses  

and only one partial response, for a total response rate of 67%. 

 It should be noted that of those active emails, respondents skipped many  
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questions; especially demographic questions like sex, age, etc., so given that, those  

individual demographics were not included in the survey results. For both the agency and  

stakeholder surveys, the response rate decreased as the survey continued, at times with  

only 50% of the possible respondents answering a particular question.  

 The surveys included representation from nine of the 37 possible  

towns/unincorporated areas (24%), with several respondents from each of those nine  

communities and some representation from each Working Group. Respondents were  

asked to describe their interest area (they were allowed to select more than one option),  

with the results shown in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Route 16 stakeholder survey representation 

Elected/Local Official and Interested Citizen received the highest responses at 46% each,  

with Water Advocate third highest (27%). (Note: no respondents indicated they were  

from any Special Interest Groups) 

 When asked how many of the meetings they attended, 72% of stakeholder and  

88% of agency respondents indicated all or some of the meetings, while 18% of  

stakeholder and 13% of agency respondents indicated they read the minutes only or  

didn’t attend any of the meetings. The stakeholders had been involved in other  

transportation projects; 80% answering they had been involved in three or more  

projects in the past, while all of the agency respondents (100%) indicated they’d been  
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involved in three or more projects. 

Interviews 

 Executive Directors were interviewed at each of the four Regional Planning  

Commissions in the corridor (Rockingham, Strafford, Lakes Region and North Country  

Council) to learn their perspectives on the process as it occurred in the 1990s. They also  

provided information on who should be contacted for interviews and where to find  

additional information for this study. 

Three interviews were conducted based upon conversations with the RPCs,  

including one with the paid consultant from Wallace Floyd, an agency representative, and  

a community/business representative on one of the Working Groups. The interviews  

lasted in duration from about 20 minutes to 40 minutes each and interviewees provided  

their perceptions about the process and outcomes of the study, further elaborating on  

survey information collected. They were transcribed after the interview was completed. 

Findings 

 The findings will be organized in the following pages by the principles of a CSS  

process, disregarding any final construction-related questions. These principles have been  

outlined by Stamatiadis et al (2009) and the subsequent perceived benefits (also outlined  

by Stamatiadis et al, 2009) were noted through participant surveys and interviews.  

Principle 1: Use of Interdisciplinary Teams 

 There were five Working Groups (WG) geographically dispersed throughout the  

corridor (from North to South) as follows: 

• Working Group 5 (WG5): North of Pinkham Notch (13 towns with 

unincorporated areas); 

• Working Group 4 (WG4): The Mount Washington Valley (8 towns); 

• Working Group 3 (WG3): The Lakes Region (6 towns); 

• Working Group 2 (WG2): Northern Strafford County (4 towns); and 
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• Working Group 1 (WG1): The Seacoast (6 towns). 

Stakeholder representation for each of these groups is shown in the next series of figures. 

WG5 represented seven towns and six unincorporated areas. The Coos County  

Planning Board, represents unincorporated areas in the county. The North Country  

Council (NCC) was the Regional Planning Commission for this WG.  

Town representatives were those individuals recommended by their  

community’s Selectmen and/or Planning Board to represent their municipality and bring  

information back to the Boards and citizens. Town representatives resulted in 13% (n=6)  

of the communities being represented in this Working Group. Other stakeholders  

included At-Large individuals who represented one of the six communities already  

present on the group, one Legislator (a state representative), two Agency members from  

the U.S. Forest Service and a member from a city Economic Development Council. 

 

Figure 2. Stakeholder representation of Working Group 5 

 WG4 encompassed the lower part of the North Country Council (NCC) catchment  

area, including seven towns and one unincorporated area. There were 88% (n=11) of  

municipalities represented in this Working Group. Also involved were two At-Large  

members, one Agency member from the U.S. Forest Service, one Legislator (a state  

representative) and one County Planning Board member.  
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Figure 3. Stakeholder representation of Working Group 3 

  WG3 was known as the “Lakes Region” and was represented by the Lakes  

Region Planning Commission (LRPC). It encompassed six towns and included  

representation from 100% of those towns, for a total of 17 members. This group had no  

At-Large members, but had two Agency members, who were both from the LRPC. It also  

encompassed one Legislator (a state representative) and seven representatives from  

Interest Groups, including the environment, business/tourism and recreation. 

 

Figure 4. Stakeholder representation of Working Group 3 
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 WG2 fell under the Strafford Regional Planning Commission (SRPC) and  

encompassed four towns, of which 100% were represented. Ten community members  

were part of the Town stakeholder group, with no At-Large representatives, Legislators  

or Interest Groups. There was one Agency representative, who was part of the County’s  

Conservation District. 

 

Figure 5. Stakeholder representation of Working Group 2 

 The southernmost group, WG1, was managed by the Rockingham Planning  

Commission (RPC) and included six towns, of which 100% were represented.  

Representation included thirteen members from the Towns in the region, four Agency  

representatives from state agencies, transportation and University interests, and no At- 

Large members. There were three Legislators (state representatives) and seven from  

Interest Groups, representing an environmental consulting company, and one of the larger  

employers in the region. 
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Figure 6. Stakeholder representation of Working Group 1 

 Finally, Figure 7 displays the total representation by stakeholders for the entire  

corridor. The majority of the members were from the municipalities, but there were  

numerous Interest Groups represented, as well as Agency groups. 

 

Figure 7. Total stakeholder representation for the Route 16 Corridor Working Groups 

The five Working Groups began their work not at the beginning of the process,  

but after two years of data collection work was done by the RPCs and DOT (Phase I).  

Working Group members were asked to commit by the Project Team (encompassing  
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agencies, RPCs and consultants) to three years on the project. The groups were “advisory  

in nature [and were meant] to provide an opportunity for input through balanced  

representation and commitment to the process” (NH Department of Transportation,  

1999). From the beginning, Working Group members were expected to: 

• Meet a minimum of two times per year over those three years; 
 

• Link back to their communities and stakeholder groups to share  
 

information and to solicit input; and 
 

• Announce when and where public sessions were to take place and then  
 

report to the community what occurred to ensure two-way communication  
 
occurred between the Project Team and communities. 

Principles 2 and 3: Involvement of Stakeholders and the Seeking of Broad-based Public 

Involvement 

  (Note: The findings in this section are combined from both the involvement of 

stakeholders and the broad-based public involvement process because these were 

generally done concurrently at the same events and with the same educational and input 

opportunities.) 

  A Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was developed in 1993 as a collaborative effort 

between Wallace Floyd and Associates, the RPCs, NHDOT and OEP (The Project Team) 

and implemented throughout the remainder of the process. The plan had three parts: 

1. After the existing data was compiled in Phase I. by the RPCs, public input provided 

a “litmus test” for accurate and in-depth analysis of the data, adding “insight into this 

data which statistics and mapping alone can’t provide” (Lakes Region Planning 

Commission [LRPC], 1998). The premise was that public input would confirm the 

validity of the data collected and also provide additional information in terms of 



53 
 

concerns and values.  

2. Facilitation was provided by Wallace Floyd and Associates to ensure there was 

consensus among the Working Group members and to understand the differences in 

points of view from a community/regional perspective. Wallace Floyd also provided 

facilitation and conflict management training to the RPCs, as they would continue to 

be the facilitators of the Working Groups when the contract with Wallace Floyd was 

complete. One RPC member said in an interview, “that training has stayed with me 

since then, enabling me to be a better facilitator and deal more easily with difficult 

personalities as I’ve continued my community work” (personal communication, April 

20, 2011).  

3. Public information/education was provided through a series of newsletters, the use 

of an Internet bulletin board, hard copy opinion surveys and open houses to create 

what was meant to be an open and visible process, providing everyone in the corridor 

access to the data being collected and to the process itself.  

  Nearly 20 years later, when asked in the surveys about whether or not they were 

satisfied with the relationship with the Project Team, 100% of both stakeholder and 

agency respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed. 
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Figure 8. Satisfaction with relationship with the Project Team 

  Stakeholder and agency respondents were asked specifically about their roles in 

the process. Most of the stakeholders (67%) felt they were equal partners with the 

Project Team, while 67% of agency respondents felt there was more of a consultative 

relationship with the Team. 

 
Figure 9. Overall relationship with Project Team 

  Stakeholders and the public who were not part of the Working Groups were 

identified and solicited for input in a variety of ways, beginning with the Working 
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Groups going out to them to seek feedback, including values and needs as well as 

concerns. Input was sought through: 

• Nine community meetings held in the Fall of 1995; 

• Interviews with stakeholders, such as emergency providers; 

• A public meeting in 1996 to get concerns about the corridor; and 

• Three open houses conducted in 1998. 

 When asked if they felt public participation increased throughout the process, 

sixty percent (60%) of stakeholder and 100% of agency respondents Agreed/Strongly 

Agreed. A former RPC member stated, “People grew to trust the project/process as time 

went on, understanding their feedback/input was truly important and would make a 

difference” (personal communication, June 6, 2011). 

 
Figure 10. Public participation increased throughout process 

  When asked if the quality of public feedback improved as a result of the corridor 

study, 80% of stakeholder and 75% of agency respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed, as 

shown in Figure 11. 
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Figure 11. Quality of public feedback improved 

  Other opportunities for input during the Route 16 process were sought through 

opinion surveys (both written and telephone); interviews with stakeholders and board 

members; written comments shared with DOT, RPCs and Working Groups; roadside 

surveys to complete origin and destination information; and a randomly selected group of 

NH residents who maintained a daily journal of all trips taken by their families over a 

one-week period. 

  Did public involvement increase in this project versus other corridor projects? 

Sixty percent (60%) of stakeholder and 100% of agency respondents thought so. It should 

be noted that 20% of stakeholders weren’t sure if it did in fact increase, which was likely 

due to the lack of knowledge of other corridor projects. A former RPC member, when 

asked if there was adequate opportunity for public input stated, “Yes, there were so many 

meetings and so many opportunities…it was hard to keep up with all of them and still 

have time with my children” (personal communication, June 6, 2011). 
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Figure 12. Public involvement increased vs. other corridor projects 

  Educating the public and stakeholders was also a key to this process, as outlined 

in the Public Involvement Plan (PIP). Videos were created, including “The Corridor 

Today” (February 1997), “Tools and Techniques” (January 1999) and “The Corridor 

Tomorrow” (January 1999). There were nine reports and/or design manuals as well as six 

technical bulletins, reports from Working Group members, a website that became active 

in 1998, an interactive CD-Rom and three open houses.  

  The highlight of the public education process, according to those interviewed, was 

the quarterly newsletter series. Sixteen newsletters were developed by NHDOT and 

published by the North Country Council between July 1995 and February 1999, outlining 

the process. They were mailed to homes as well as inserted into some of the RPCs 

newsletters, which were sent out to Planning Board members in those RPC regions.  

  When asked further about public engagement activities, survey respondents were 

given five response categories to rate how appropriate the intended public engagement 

activities were. Agency respondents clearly felt the activities exceeded appropriateness 

(went beyond formal meetings to get public involvement), with 100% responding that 
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way. Stakeholder respondents were mixed with 33% responding meets some 

expectations, 33% responding fully meets expectations and 33% indicating extraordinary 

steps were taken. When prompted, one respondent from the Route 16 Stakeholder Survey 

indicated The Corridor Connection newsletter series was what made the process go 

beyond meeting just the basic expectations.  

 
Figure 13. Appropriateness of public engagement activities 

  If engagement activities were effective, one would ascertain public ownership 

would develop for the process and its outcomes. Survey results showed that 50% of 

agency and 40% of stakeholder respondents Agree/Strongly Agreed with this statement, 

while 50% of agency and 20% of stakeholder respondents weren’t sure, as seen in Figure 

14. 
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Figure 14. Sense of public ownership developed 

Principle 4: Use of a Full Range of Communication Strategies 

  The process of seeking public input encompassed numerous communication 

strategies, both to solicit input as well as to educate stakeholders and the broader public. 

As previously noted, the newsletter series and other tangible hard copy documents were 

provided both via postal mail, but also in the RPC’s offices. Since the Working Group 

meetings were public, advertising in media outlets, such as local newspapers and the 

newsletter series was the key to ensuring the public was aware of the process and the 

meeting schedule. Communication from Working Groups back to their constituencies in 

communities was part of the process of ensuring the feedback loop was connected. Public 

meetings and open houses were also communication vehicles utilized throughout the 

process. 

  When asked if they were satisfied with the input mechanisms to the Project Team 

(state agencies, consultants, etc.), one hundred percent (100%) of both the stakeholder 

and agency respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed. 
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Figure 15. Satisfaction with input mechanisms to Project Team 

  One hundred percent (100%) of stakeholders responded that honesty and 

communication about the process exceeded what they had hoped it would. Agency 

respondents felt similarly, with 33% thinking it fully met and 67% thinking it exceeded 

expectations. 

 
Figure 16. Honesty and communication with stakeholders 

  The goal was that all of the education throughout the process would help  
 
stakeholders understand transportation problems. When asked, 80% of stakeholders and  
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100% of agency respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed, as shown in Figure 17.  
 

 
Figure 17. Better understanding of transportation problems 

Principle 5: Achieving Consensus on Purpose and Need 

  The Purpose and Need Statement developed by the Project Team included 

incorporating CSS principles into major road planning. It also included and 

acknowledged the needs and values of key stakeholders and the general public who were 

directly affected, as well as the numerous related agencies whose work was impacted by 

the project was to: 

“Demonstrate an innovative approach with long-range solutions for an efficient 

transportation system that would promote economic vitality and provide for a 

higher quality of life” (LRPC, 1998). 

The Project Team outlined that solutions should include the following objectives: 

• Integrating land use and transportation planning; 

• Developing and implementing a strong, interactive public participation process; 

• Coordinating the latest innovations in planning and engineering technologies; 

• Developing overall and segment specific corridor protection strategies; 
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• Incorporating scenic enhancement concepts (LRPC, 1998). 

  While the Purpose and Need Statement and subsequent objectives appeared to 

have been developed at the onset of the process, it was in fact through the development of 

the Corridor Management Plan through the work of the Working Groups and input from 

the public and other stakeholders (at public meetings and open houses) that the statement 

and objectives became finalized. One agency interviewee shared that the Purpose and 

Need Statement “was revisited at every meeting, where we consistently examined our 

current goals and were always revisiting our future goals” (personal communication, June 

6, 2011).  

Principle 6: Addressing Alternatives/Solutions and All Modes of Transportation 

  The preferred future of the corridor was outlined through alternatives/solutions 

delineated in 17 different categories. These included access issues (such as curb cuts to 

the roadway), bike issues, local land use planning, public transportation and visual/scenic 

issues. Each of the Working Groups went through a process of outlining concerns and 

issues regarding corridor improvements/widening and then determined solutions for 

addressing each. Two community meetings were held during April and May 1997 to seek 

input and feedback on the alternatives/solutions. A “no build” alternative was also 

considered under future conditions projections. Alternatives/solutions under both an 

“expected” condition if the corridor continued to develop as it was at the time, and a 

“preferred” condition based upon feedback from the public and stakeholders were 

outlined.  

  Because there were so many solutions/alternatives developed, one would assume 

the perception would be that the Route 16 process generated many ideas. Stakeholders 
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felt it did a lot (67%) with agency respondents thinking it did some of the time (100%). 

One assumption might be that the ideas generated were not seen as new ideas, but just 

discussion about previous ideas outlined by the experts. 

 
Figure 18. Process generated ideas 

  In 1998, the Working Groups, the public and other stakeholders took part in one 

of three open houses where they were asked to use a rating system for each of the 

alternatives/solutions under these four categories (defined by a NHDOT engineer):  

• Ultimate multimodalism funds a full range of transportation options by 

minimizing funding for highway expansion. This implies that people have access 

to transportation options other than the single occupancy vehicle, major corridors 

offer choice of modes, and transportation nodes are established where various 

modes come together and allow people to exchange between modes. 

• Today’s modalism continues the current project mix and funding approach. 

Highway funding is focused on preservation of the existing system with 

expansion in a few critical corridors. Limited funding for other modes allows 

slow growth of transportation options. 
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• Increased unimodalism increases funding for highway expansion and preservation 

at the expense of multimodal initiatives. In other words, we maintain other modes, 

but don’t expand them. 

• Ultimate unimodalism abandons funding for other modal options. All solutions 

are highway expansion and preservation solutions. (personal communication, 

August 2, 2011) 

Successful solutions should have fulfilled four “tests,” including that they must: 

1. Be technically feasible (based upon pavement conditions, bridge ratings, 

congestion levels, accident rates, terrain conditions and user surveys) and have been 

assessed as to whether the project will address identified transportation problems.  

2. Have environmental permit-ability based upon wetlands, wildlife, protected species 

and historic properties as well as social issues, such as neighborhood disruption. 

3. Be affordable, meaning that solutions must be created at minimum cost due to 

limited funds from NHDOT. 

4. Have public acceptance with support from local elected and appointed officials as 

well as the general public. (LRPC, 1998) 

  Potential solutions outlined included nodal development: “concentrating 

development around existing or new centers and around planned roadway and 

intersection improvements at a higher density than the surrounding area, allowing for 

land between the nodes to be used for lower density, lower traffic land uses” (NHDOT, 

n.d.). Solutions also included discouraging new major development along Route 16 

between these nodes. Finally, solutions encouraged the management of access to land 

uses with mixed zoning, investments in public infrastructure and an ethic of responsible 
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growth at the local level.  

  The results of the ratings and comments from public meetings, as well as 

feedback from Working Group sessions, were used to create the Corridor Management 

Plan. Approved in January 1999, it included the following recommendations: 

• State level: increase funding for planning at the regional level; establish funding 

for the purchase of land for purchase of development and/or access rights to 

protect the corridor; and supply funding for education and additional pilot studies. 

Four pilot studies had been conducted in the later years of the process to pilot 

some of the new techniques developed, to be discussed under the last community 

value section.  

• Regional level: increase technical assistance and education to communities and 

ensure Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) prioritization of local 

transportation projects support nodal development. 

• Local level: review and update local Master Plans on a regular basis; subdivision 

regulations and site plan review regulations should be rewritten to accommodate 

nodal development principles; and a local access management program should be 

developed.  

• Corridor level: conduct planning for tourism; accommodate and promote inter-

modalism; have more information systems available as resources; examine the 

railroad potential; and address scenic/aesthetic quality and safety concerns 

addressed in community meetings. (NHDOT, 1999) 

 Given all of this work, did survey respondents believe multi-modal options 

were improved? Survey results showed that 100% of agency and 60% of stakeholder 
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respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed the options were improved. (Note: multi-modal 

options include bicycles, automobiles and public transit) 

 
       Figure 19. Multi-modal options improved 

  When asked whether or not overall mobility for users was improved as a 

result of the Route 16 corridor planning process, 50% of agency respondents said they 

Agreed/Strongly Agreed with 50% being unsure. Stakeholder respondents felt 

differently, with 40% Disagreeing/Strongly Disagreeing and 40% being unsure. 

 
      Figure 20. Overall mobility for users was improved 

0
20
40
60
80

100

Multi-Modal Options Improved

Stakeholder

Agency

0
20
40
60
80

100

Overall Mobility for Users Was 
Improved

Stakeholder

Agency



67 
 

  Given the extensive work done with stakeholders/the public on 

alternatives/solutions, the surveys asked if there was a better understanding of the 

consideration of alternatives. Clearly, both stakeholder and agency respondents 

Agreed/Strongly Agreed, with 100% responding there was a better understanding. 

 
      Figure 21. Better understand consideration of project alternatives 

  When asked about a better understanding of the selection criteria for 

alternatives, 80% of stakeholder and 100% of agency respondents Agreed/Strongly 

Agreed that they thought it helped them and others better understand the selection 

criteria process. 
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      Figure 22. Better understand alternatives' selection criteria 

  When asked about understanding of the process for determining the best solutions 

for transportation issues, 80% of stakeholder and 100% agency respondents 

Agreed/Strongly Agreed, as seen in Figure 23. 

 
Figure 23. Understand process for best transportation solutions 

Principle 7: Considering a Safe Facility for Users and Community 

  Throughout the process, future corridor safety was of the utmost consideration for 

the Working Groups, public and stakeholders. Survey respondents were asked how 

overall safety was improved as a result of this planning process. As noted in Figure 24, 
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these respondents did believe that addressing overall safety was improved, and one 

agency interviewee illuminated this fact, saying “one community really had an eye-

opening experience as a result of participating in the process. They put in several traffic 

lights as well as rumble strips down the center line to [of the road] address safety issues” 

(personal communication, May 6, 2011). 

  
Figure 24. Overall safety was improved  

Principle 8: Maintaining Environmental Harmony 

  The environmental harmony principle was measured by natural, cultural and 

human resources being balanced (Stamatiadis et al, 2009). Numerous studies were 

conducted during the corridor planning process, including community surveys, land use 

classification, interviews with emergency service providers and cultural and historic 

resources, among many others (35 in total). Specifically applicable to environmental and 

natural resources were the studies done of natural and cultural features, including 

wetlands/water bodies, elevations/terrains, floodplains, aquifers, NH Natural Heritage 

Inventory, wildlife habitats, agriculturally important soils, public water supplies and a 

recreation analysis (parks, national/state forests, trails, public access points, and 
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recreation facilities). These studies were not only helpful to the corridor planning process, 

but as one agency interviewee stated, “these studies have provided the basis for many 

community Master Plans in the region” (personal communication, May 6, 2011). 

  When asked if environmental stewardship increased, respondents were mixed, 

with a little more than half (60%) of stakeholders Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing and 50% 

of agency respondents indicating the same. The other half of both groups of respondents 

were unsure. 

 
Figure 25. Environmental stewardship increased 

  The same was true regarding opinions about the impact of the natural 

environment, with about half agreeing and the other half being unsure. The results are 

shown in Figure 26. 
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Figure 26. Overall impact to natural environment minimized 

Principle 9: Addressing Community and Social Issues 

  Issues relating to community and social concerns were addressed via a myriad of 

ways, including community surveys, roadside surveys and interviews with key 

community leaders by the RPCs. Community meetings and open houses provided 

opportunities for the public and other stakeholders to outline their issues and concerns, 

which were addressed through the alternatives/solutions outlined by the Working Groups 

and enhanced by the feedback of public/stakeholders. Due to this extensive attention, 

100% of both stakeholder and agency respondents felt the process dealt with their issues 

and concerns. 
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Figure 27. Process dealt with my issues and concerns 

  When reflecting about the impact to the human environment, one would think  
 
about the social fabric of communities being impacted by development decisions. Survey  
 
respondents were mixed when asked whether the impact was minimized due to this  
 
process and the proposed alternatives/solutions, as seen in Figure 28.  
 

 
Figure 28. Overall impact to human environment minimized 

  A community’s Master Plan is the planning document for the town to utilize in 

outlining future development and conservation in the 10-20 year vision of the 
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community. The survey asked if the Route 16 process was in line with the Master Plans 

of the communities in the region. Three-quarters (75%) of both stakeholder and agency 

respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed that the process was in line with Master Plans. 

 
Figure 29. Process was in keeping with Master Plan 

Principles 12 and 13: Documentation of Project Decisions and Tracking & Meeting all 

Commitments  

  Note: These two principles were combined, as they overlapped in purpose for 

Route 16. 

  Given the transparent nature of the process through numerous open Working  
 
Group meetings and the sharing of information through the newsletter series, it was  
 
pondered whether or not trust had increased with DOT and the Project Team (state  
 
agencies, RPCs and consultants). Stakeholder (60%) and agency (75%) respondents felt  
 
fairly strongly that trust in DOT increased. One agency interviewee mirrored the survey  
 
results, saying the process “helped to get rid of the adversarial relationship between DOT  
 
and communities in the region” (personal communication, June 6, 2011). 
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Figure 30. Trust in DOT increased 

  It appears stakeholder and agency respondents felt the same about the Project 

Team, as is seen in Figure 31. 

 
Figure 31. Trust in Project Team increased 

  When asked about community satisfaction, respondents were across the board in 

their responses, as seen in Figure 32. Satisfaction is difficult to measure without more 

extensive evaluations being conducted, however nearly half of both groups (stakeholder 

40%; agency 50%) Agreed/Strongly Agreed that satisfaction improved due to the 
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extensive involvement and education process. 

 
Figure 32. Community satisfaction improved due to the process 

Principle 14: Using Agency Resources Effectively 

  There were extensive financial and staffing resources utilized for the Route 16 

process, from Working Group meetings to corridor open houses to the development and 

mailing of the newsletter series. One of the secondary goals of the process was to 

increase partnerships among agencies in the region with the communities, to share 

resources and tools. The survey asked if stakeholder and agency participants thought the 

process had increased opportunities for partnerships, and overwhelmingly, the two 

respondent groups agreed, as seen in Figure 33. 
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Figure 33. Opportunities for partnering increased 

Principle 15: Creating a Lasting Value for the Community 

  Certainly state and federal agencies had hoped that there would be lasting value 

accomplished through the five-year planning process. This could include investments 

made to assist communities in the long-term (i.e., planning tools and fact sheets), as well 

as sharing economic opportunities through planning grants, strategic planning and joint 

economic development efforts. 

  Respondents were asked if they felt that sustainable investments were increased 

as a result of the process, and the majority were unsure (stakeholder 60%; agency 100%), 

as seen in Figure 34. It is likely that with the numerous outcomes that have resulted since 

the planning process occurred, respondents weren’t sure if they could attribute them 

directly to the process. 
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Figure 34. Sustainable investments increased 

  On the other hand, when asked about whether the opportunities for joint use of 

economic resources had improved, 100% of agency and only 40% of stakeholder 

respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed with this statement. Forty-percent (40%) of 

stakeholder respondents were unsure about whether or not these opportunities had been 

improved. 

 
Figure 35. Opportunities for joint use of economic resources improved 

  Did the planning process support a sense of community? The overwhelming 
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majority of respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed (stakeholder 100%; agency 67%) that 

the process did in fact support a sense of community. One third (33%) of agency 

respondents were unsure, as seen in Figure 36. 

 
Figure 36. Process supported sense of community 

  Finally, was the quality of life for communities improved as a result of 

participating in this process? Only 20% of stakeholders Agreed/Strongly Agreed, while 

three-quarters of agency respondents (75%) Agreed/Strongly Agreed. Stakeholders 

disagreed that the quality of life was improved, with 40% Disagreeing/Strongly 

Disagreeing.  

0

20

40

60

80

100

Yes No Don't Know

Process Supported Sense of 
Community

Stakeholder

Agency



79 
 

 
Figure 37. Quality of life for community was improved 

I-93/Community Technical Assistance Program (CTAP) Process 

Background 

The Interstate 93 (I-93) widening project spans 19.8 miles from the Massachusetts  

border to the I-293 interchange in Manchester NH. The communities in the 26 town/city  

catchment area vary in size from a population of approximately 4,100 in Fremont  

to 42,000 in Concord to 109,000 in Manchester. Some of the communities not directly  

adjacent to I-93 and I-293 were included due to the determination that they would be  

directly affected by the proposed expansion.  

In the 1990s, NHDOT began preparation for the re-construction and widening of  

I-93 to improve safety and surface conditions, as well as to expand capacity. During  

public hearings on the project, adjacent communities expressed concerns about growth  

and related impacts associated with the widening. A draft Environmental Impact  

Statement (EIS) was completed for the I-93 construction project by DOT and the Federal  

Highway Administration (FHWA) in 2002.  

In 2003, NHDOT began working with local governments in the I-93 corridor on  

mitigation tools to help prepare communities for growth through the use of land-use  

planning tools (including Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping of  
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communities), open space assessments and other studies that would help guide decision- 

making in local communities. 

In 2004, a final EIS was completed for the I-93 project, which resulted in the  

Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) filing an injunction against the FHWA and  

NHDOT for the I-93 widening project in 2006. 

In 2007, courts ruled against NHDOT to further demand they address how  

“potential induced population growth could impact the effectiveness of the widening to  

four lanes” and “how indirect effects of potential induced population growth could  

impact air quality and traffic on secondary roads,” as noted on the CTAP website  

(http://nhctap.com). A supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) process was  

begun to re-evaluate data inputs and projected impacts for the widening project. A final  

SEIS was then completed and FHWA filed another Record of Decision (ROD) to allow  

DOT to move forward with the I-93 project in September 2010. 

The Community Technical Assistance Program (CTAP) was established in June  

2005 by DOT and FHWA to assist communities impacted by future growth as a result of  

the widening of the highway. I-93/CTAP is unique, because NHDOT did not  

predetermine the specific type of assistance that communities could receive, but allowed  

communities to determine (with the assistance of state, federal and regional agencies)  

their own training and programmatic needs. The process was designed to help address the  

disconnect between local land use planning and state level transportation planning. 

Rather than (as traditionally done) doing their planning in reaction to the road  

widening, I-93/CTAP was developed by NHDOT, the four Regional Planning  

Commissions in the catchment area, the Office of Energy and Planning (OEP) and the  

Department of Environmental Services (DES) to help communities define first how they  

wanted to look and feel, and then what they needed to achieve these goals. The belief was  

that this method would minimize unplanned or negative effects of growth (anticipated as  

a result of the widening) on community services, remaining open space, schools, existing  
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traffic patterns, quality of the environment and existing residential and commercial zones. 

I-93/CTAP meant engaging numerous stakeholders to articulate what they  

envisioned for their future, and how they could achieve this. Through this process [the  

creators of I-93/CTAP] believed regional social capital could be built while preserving  

and enhancing the local quality of life (Gruber and Schmidt, 2008).  

According to the I-93/CTAP website (http://nhctap.com), the project received  

$3.5 million from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to support the proposed  

five-year effort, beginning in 2005. NHDOT committed an additional $110,000 for a  

visioning process, to cover meeting facilitation from Antioch New England Institute  

(ANEI), food and travel costs for four visioning meetings, as well as the publication of  

three resource books. According to one DOT staff member, to date there have been two  

“phases” of the program: Year One and Phase Two, with over $1 million of the original  

funding still available (personal communication, August 15, 2011).  

The core values of I-93/CTAP frequently shared at forums and other events  

included: 

• Embracing the critical role of collaborative participatory problem solving,  

recognizing a broad diversity of views, values and knowledge. 

• Promoting awareness of potential strategies and tools for effectively  

managing growth to support the values and priorities of New Hampshire  

communities. 

• Maintaining transparency in the decision making process, supporting local  

community leadership development, with a focus on a willingness to face  

the array of challenges inherent in growth planning. 

• Supporting opportunities for learning from experts and from each other.  

• Enhancing the level of understanding among all participating communities  

to establish and maintain a common ground for understanding. 

• Building working relationships between communities and between  
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different constituency groups to effectively work on growth issues of  

regional concern. 

• Seeking and leveraging additional support of knowledge and resources.  

(Gruber and Schmidt, 2008) 

Six months before the visioning process in 2005, NHDOT engaged in a pre- 

visioning process to present information about the potential I-93/CTAP goals and  

objectives and then asked that each local government, NGO and state agency self-select  

representatives to participate in the upcoming visioning process and represent their  

organization/community. Local government representatives in each town met with  

NHDOT to get oriented to the pending I-93/CTAP process. 

December 2005 featured a kick-off meeting (the first of four visioning sessions  

that were held), which resulted in a set of program goals and planning themes. The  

meeting included representatives from the 26 communities, non-governmental  

organizations (NGOs), federal agencies and the four RPCs. Additional community  

meetings were held in 2006 to further develop and define the vision for I-93/CTAP and  

subsequently, Working Groups were formed.  

A cohesive vision for the region was developed by participants with fifteen agreed  

upon planning and program goals focusing on four theme areas, which were the emphasis  

for each of the Working Groups: 

• Community infrastructure; 

• Environmental protection, land use and open space; 

• Downtown & village centers and community vitality; and 

• Local economy. (Gruber and Schmidt, 2008) 

These fifteen recommendations were included in the 2008 publication “A Guide  

for Community Driven Regional Land Use and Transportation Planning” (Gruber and  

Schmidt, 2008). As a result, a community discretionary grant program was established to  

help communities implement recommendations from the process, including wetlands  
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mapping, economic development planning, trail planning and design, impact fee studies, 

and master planning, among others.  

The fifteen goals for the I-93/CTAP mitigation effort included: 

1. Economic vitality: provide a livable wage for local residents, a solid business  

base, ensure an adequate supply of affordable/workforce housing, and have a 

sustainable and balanced economic growth and tax base. 

2. Business development: support broad-based business development providing local  

employment & livable wages. 

3. Agriculture: strengthen local farms and preserve farmland; encourage food self- 

sufficiency. 

4. Rural working landscapes: protect and maintain lands, infrastructure and  

economic systems that support local farming and forestry. 

5. Environmental protection: protect natural resources while dealing with  

economic needs. Protect groundwater and aquifers, as well as wildlife and wildlife  

corridors. 

6. Green infrastructure and open space: establish and conserve inter-connected green  

infrastructure by preserving farmlands, productive forests, wildlife corridors,  

recreation areas, rivers, and other natural areas. Ensure convenient public access to  

open space, parks and recreational opportunities.  

7. Funding municipal services: assist local government in establishing stable,  

consistent funding approaches for public infrastructure and services. 

8. Delivering municipal services: ensure continuation of strong town services and  

schools, so that schools, fire and police protection are able to grow sustainably and  

meet projected growth. 

9. Regional cooperation: develop and support new methods of regional cooperation to  

support local government delivery of public services; allocate some financial  

resources on a regional basis; as well as meet environmental quality and open space  
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objectives. 

10. Downtowns and community centers: target and support development and  

redevelopment in existing downtowns and community centers, reusing built  

infrastructure and rehabilitating buildings of historic value. Promote walkable  

downtowns and villages consistent with historic patterns in the region. 

11. Vibrant communities: support and encourage cultural resources, safe  

neighborhoods, diverse populations in communities (ages and economic class), and  

opportunities for parks and recreation. Foster community member involvement in  

local communities with neighbors, volunteering, as well as participation and  

engagement in civic dialogue about local issues. 

12. Transportation: promote safe, efficient, accessible and diverse multi-modal  

transportation solutions to services and goods, including bicycle and pedestrian paths,  

inner-city and intra-city transit options and park and ride systems. 

13. Innovative land use patterns: ensure a mix of land use types including  

commercial, industrial and residential development, emphasizing compact  

development in town centers that encourages environmental remediation, takes into  

account the impacts on natural environment and resources, and limits adverse impacts  

on rural character. 

14. Rural character and small town feel: maintain unique and diverse rural character  

and New England feel with vibrant town centers and main streets, walkable  

neighborhoods and historic preservation of buildings and landscapes. 

15. Housing: ensure a diversity of housing stock that is affordable for a range of  

income levels, renovate historic/existing structures, ensure buildings are energy  

efficient, and make housing decisions that reflect local needs and priorities of all  

socio/economic groups. (Gruber and Schmidt, 2008) 

A total of 72 barriers were identified for achieving the fifteen overall goals, including  

political, economic, technical, financial, organizational, legislative and behavioral, from  
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which the Working Groups and other committees in the project kept in mind throughout  

the process. 

Participants 

I-93/CTAP participants included several layers of interdisciplinary committees  

from the 26 towns/cities, state agencies and numerous NGOs in the region. These  

included: 

• The Local Government Committee, which encompassed one 

representative and one alternative from each of the 26 communities.  

• The Non-Governmental Organization Committee that included 16  

representatives from organizations that address environmental and  

economic interests, among other areas.  

• The Agency Committee that had 16 representatives from the four Regional  

Planning Commissions (RPCs) in the region, several state agencies and a  

couple of federal agencies.  

• The Steering Committee had 13 members compromised of seven  

community representatives (elected by the communities in the region)  

and six agency/NGO representatives. 

Working Groups were also formed around the four theme areas that came from  

the first community meeting in late 2005: Community Infrastructure; Environmental  

Protection, Land Use and Open Space; Downtown & Village Centers and Community  

Vitality; and Local Economy. Working Groups included community representatives,  

agency personnel and NGOs. Other participants included consultants from Antioch New  

England Institute (ANEI) and Jackson, Jackson and Wagner, as well as state and federal  

agency representatives and RPC representatives. 



86 
 

Methodology 

Content Analysis 

 In order to analyze the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) principles utilized in  

this process (outlined by Stamatiadis et al, 2009), content analysis of materials provided  

by the NHDOT and Office of Energy and Planning (OEP) was conducted, as well as the  

examination of digital information available on the I-93/CTAP website  

(http://nhctap.com). The website had the most comprehensive materials available,  

including meeting minutes from Steering Committee and Working Groups, as well as key  

documents and reports from the process.  

Web Surveys 

 Two surveys were performed to poll Working Group members and agency 

representatives to determine their views of the process and its outcomes. Survey Monkey 

was utilized to collect data from the two surveys, one for Working Group members (“I-

93/CTAP Stakeholder Survey”) and one for agencies (“I-93/CTAP Agency Survey”) over 

four weeks in May and June 2011. Surveys were pilot tested (by individuals who would 

not be participating in the survey) to determine flow, survey length and question validity.  

Like the Route 16 surveys, questions were loosely based on CSS  

evaluation tools developed by Stamatiadis et al (2009), who outlined principles and  

associated benefits of using CSS for transportation project development. Questions  

were modified to address a corridor scale and some questions were eliminated that did  

not pertain to the two cases being studied, namely final construction questions, since  

roadway improvements/expansion did not occur during the period of each of these  

processes. 

 Survey participants were drawn from the 2007 final email lists for each of the  

committees that were formed (Steering, Local Government, Non-Governmental  
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Organizations, Agency and Work Groups). Emails were sent out to the Executive  

Directors of each of the RPCs to update email addresses, if appropriate. Some  

agency/organization representatives were no longer with the original agencies; however,  

if the RPCs knew of updated contact information, they shared it and the new email  

address was utilized.  

 Surveys were originally sent out on May 26, 2011 (Stakeholder Survey) and  

May 31, 2011 (Agency Survey). Reminders were given on a weekly basis for those who  

had not yet responded over a period of four weeks (until June 26, 2011). Despite the more  

recent timing of the I-93/CTAP process as compared to the Route 16 process, it was still  

challenging to get active email addresses for the participants.  

With regard to response rates, for the I-93/CTAP Stakeholder survey, there were  

35 total possible emails, of which 30 were active. There were 11 full responses with three  

partial responses, for a total response rate of 47%. For the I-93/CTAP Agency survey, there  

were 135 possible emails, of which 92 were active. There were 14 full responses and six  

partial responses, for a total response rate of 22%. 

It should be noted that of those active emails, respondents skipped many  

questions, especially demographic questions like sex, age, etc. Given that limited  

response, individual demographics were not included in the survey results. 

 Seventy-three percent (73%) of the 26 communities (n=19) completed the survey,  

with representation from a geographically diverse area of the corridor. They were asked  

to describe their interest area (with the ability to select more than one option) with the  

results shown in Figure 38. 
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Figure 38. I-93/CTAP stakeholder survey representation 

There were two other options for representation (Fish and Wildlife Advocate and Special  

Interest Group) that were not chosen by any of the respondents, as they did not believe  

they were associated with either of these groups.  

 When asked how many of the meetings they were able to attend, 57% of  

stakeholders indicated all or some of the meetings, while 43% read the minutes only or  

were not able to be involved at all. Clearly, there was not a commitment on the part of the  

stakeholders to be active participants in the process, which likely impacted how they felt  

about how the I-93/CTAP process played out. 

The numbers were much higher for agency staff participating actively in the  

process, as 93% attended all or some of the meetings, and only 7% indicating they read  

the minutes only or didn’t attend any of the meetings. The stakeholder respondents were  

also new to working on transportation projects, with 60% indicating this was the first  

such project they’ve worked on.  

Interviews 

 A pre-interview was done with two NHDOT staff members who were actively  

involved in the I-93/CTAP process to ascertain their suggestions on active agency and  
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community members to interview. Two interviews were conducted based upon their  

feedback; one with a community member and the other with an agency member. The  

interviews lasted 30-45 minutes in duration and were transcribed. 

Findings 

 The findings are organized in the same manner as the Route 16 case study, by the  

principles and associated benefits of a CSS process, as outlined by Stamatiadis et al,  

(2009). Subsequent perceived benefits have been outlined, as noted through  

participant surveys and interviews. 

Principle 1: Use of Interdisciplinary Teams 

 The use of interdisciplinary teams in the I-93/CTAP process was an extensive  

one. There were eight different committees set up, with various individual roles as well as  

some overlapping ones. The committees included: Local Government, Non- 

Governmental Organization, Agency, and Steering Committee. There were also four  

Working Groups focused around theme areas (Community Infrastructure; Environmental  

Protection, Land Use and Open Space; Downtown & Village Centers and Community  

Vitality; and Local Economy).  

 The Local Government Committee encompassed representatives from all 26  

towns/cities in the region, as well as an alternate from nearly all of them, for a total of 47  

members. Their role was to provide a two-way point of contact between their community  

and the I-93/CTAP process; to sign off on applications for their community’s  

discretionary grant applications; serve on the I-93/CTAP Steering Committee (if  

interested and elected to do so); and attend I-93/CTAP Community Meetings (up to four  

per year).  

 The Non-Governmental Organization Committee represented the majority of the  

NGOs in the I-93 corridor. A preliminary meeting was held that invited all of the NGOs  

together and lead to 16 representatives unanimously being selected be part of the  

committee. Their role was to attend I-93/CTAP Community Meetings and assist the          
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I-93/CTAP community in identifying and leveraging partnership opportunities for the  

program. Members of this committee were from disciplines that included business  

interests, housing, health, land use and economic development. 

 The Agency Committee incorporated all four RPCs, as well as state and federal  

agencies. Members included Central, Nashua, Southern and Rockingham Planning  

Commissions; NHDOT, DES, OEP, NH Health and Human Services (DHHS), as well as  

the New England Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the FHWA. Their role  

was to attend Community Meetings, as well as identify and leverage partnership  

opportunities for I-93/CTAP communities. 

 The Steering Committee consisted of seven community representatives (elected  

by the 26 communities in the region to represent them), and six agency/NGO  

representatives, who included NH Fish and Game, the Society for the Protection of NH  

Forests, the NH Department of Resources and Economic Development (DRED) and  

DES. Their major responsibilities were approving the Annual Work Plan for I-93/CTAP,  

supporting the approach for program evaluation, providing input on leveraging  

partnership opportunities, approving appeal/arbitration process for any program disputes  

and approving program evaluation reports. One interviewee expressed concern about the  

make-up of the committee, stating he felt there was great participation on the committee,  

but that there weren’t enough community representatives and “wanted to get broader  

participation of communities for the committee” (personal communication, July 6, 2011). 

 The four themed Working Groups were created based upon the results of the  

visioning priorities outlined at the December 2005 Community Meeting. They  

encompassed a diverse group of community representatives as well as representatives  

from state agencies, federal agencies and NGOs. Members included representatives from  

all four of the RPCs; ANEI (facilitator); and representatives from several of the 26  

communities affected by the widening of I-93. Representatives from state government  

included NH Fish and Game, DRED, NH Division of Historic Resources (DHR), NH  
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Department of Agriculture, NH Department of Education, NH Department of Cultural  

Resources, DHHS, DES, OEP and DOT. Additionally, the FHWA and the New England  

branch of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) were part of some of the Working  

Groups, representing federal government. 

The make-up of the Working Groups is outlined in Figure 39. 

 

Figure 39. I-93/CTAP Working Groups' makeup 

 Working Groups helped identify the goals for the four theme areas, as seen in  

detail below. 

• Theme A: Community Infrastructure 

o Funding and delivering municipal services: 1) providing local  

governments and school boards with the tools, technical assistance and  

training they need to assess and plan for infrastructure needs; 2) assisting  

local governments and schools in identifying alternative external funding  

sources for infrastructure expansion and services; 3) helping engage in  

dialogue with community members; 4) identifying the needs for  

installation, extending and upgrading municipal water and sewer systems  

for higher density housing and economic development. 

o Regional cooperation: 1) exploring mechanisms for promoting regional  
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cooperation among communities to help address infrastructure and service  

needs; 2) promoting greater communication, education, and understanding  

among local officials, RPCs and the public; 3) strengthening regional  

approaches to plan for and address development that has regional impacts;  

4) exploring how to address specific infrastructure needs on a regional  

basis; 5) proposing legislation and working with the NH Legislature. 

o Housing: 1) utilizing a range of innovative land-use approaches to expand  

affordable housing; 2) encouraging energy efficient and green  

construction; 3) working with local and/or state agencies and legislative  

bodies to expand the availability of affordable housing; 4) preserving and  

renovating historic buildings. 

o Transportation: 1) developing major transportation corridor plans to  

protect transportation investment and encourage better transportation  

corridor land-use; 2) improving existing local transportation network;  

3) directing more money toward alternative transit; 4) improving  

coordination among public and private transit providers to help those  

individuals without easy access to transportation; 5) promoting bicycle  

and pedestrian paths, inner-city and intra-city transit options and park and  

ride systems into new town Master Plans. 

• Theme B: Environmental Protection, Land Use and Open Space:  

o Environmental protection and land use: 1) developing a shared  

understanding among all stakeholders for how to minimize the  

environmental impact of development through location and design; 

2) assisting communities in preparing and adopting standards that  

minimize environmental impacts; 3) improving education, training and  

technical assistance for planning boards and developers; 4) encouraging  

communities to create common protection strategies for critical water  
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supply lands and other water supplies; 5) improving code enforcement. 

o Open space protection: 1) providing tools, technical assistance and  

education on open space planning; 2) exploring regulatory and voluntary  

applications for protecting open space; 3) establishing a task force that  

will explore how to provide adequate funding for protecting open space;  

4) developing and implementing a regional approach to green  

infrastructure in the I-93/CTAP region; 5) inventorying natural resources  

and setting priorities for open space; 6) mitigating wildlife habitat  

fragmentation effects and invasive species along highways and roads. 

• Theme C: Downtown/Village Centers and Community Vitality:  

o Downtown and village centers: 1) assisting communities in implementing  

innovative land-use regulations that strengthen downtowns and  

community centers; 2) raising public awareness and stimulating local  

public involvement on improving downtown and village centers; 3)  

utilizing a range of financial tools to strengthen downtowns and  

community centers: 4) promoting walkable downtowns and villages;  

5) redeveloping brownfield sites; 6) assisting local officials in updating  

building codes. 

o Vibrant communities: 1) increasing outreach and education to residents  

about issues of growth management and planning and proposed solutions;  

2) exploring opportunities to build vibrancy in commuter communities and  

making opportunities for people to work closer to home so they can have  

more time to engage in their communities; 3) conducting extensive efforts  

to reach out to community members to get them involved in a broad range  

of community activities; 4) ensuring adequate recreational opportunities  

for all residents; 5) strengthening social infrastructure in communities;  

6) expanding cultural opportunities and activities. 
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• Theme D: Local Economy:  

o Economic vitality and business development: 1) stimulating new business  

development and strengthening local economic development through  

financial and other incentives; 2) providing support for local and regional  

economic development corporations; 3) providing technical support to  

local entrepreneurs and town planners; 4) encouraging green economic  

development and entrepreneurship; 5) promoting local products and  

services; 6) educating and involving the public; 7) ensuring adequate and  

appropriate training and education for the local workforce. 

o Agriculture and working landscapes: 1) protecting agricultural and forest  

lands from development pressures; 2) encouraging consumers to purchase  

locally-produced agricultural products; 3) providing financial assistance to  

support local farming activities; 4) providing technical assistance to  

farmers to enhance profitability; 5) establishing an apprenticeship program  

for young farmers. 

When asked in the surveys how satisfied they were with their relationship with  

the Project Team, agency respondents clearly felt more positively, as 82%  

Agreed/Strongly Agreed they were satisfied, while only 47% of the stakeholder  

respondents felt this way. Clearly, stakeholders were unsure of the project team, as nearly  

half (46%) responded Unknown. 
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Figure 40. Satisfied with relationship with Project Team 

 One of the benefits of increased stakeholder/public participation is more  

perceived ownership and trust, according to Stamatiadis et al, 2009. With the myriad of  

committees representing stakeholders, one might assume that participants and  

agencies would have some feedback about their overall relationship with the team. Even  

though DOT and other state/federal agencies had the goal of inclusiveness and joint  

decision-making in the process, stakeholders did not feel this had occurred, as seen in  

Figure 41.  
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Figure 41. Overall relationship with Project Team 

 Ninety percent (90%) of stakeholders responded they provided the team with  

information only, as opposed to providing direction to the process (10%). Agency  

respondents were a little more mixed on the relationship with the Project Team, feeling  

there was consulting role (46%) or equal partnership (27%) occurring within the process. 

Principles 2 and 3: Involvement of Stakeholders and the Seeking of Broad-based Public 

Involvement 

 Note: The findings from both the involvement of stakeholders and the broad- 

based public involvement process have been combined because these were generally  

done concurrently at the same events and with the same educational and input  

opportunities. 

 Four smaller scoping sessions were held after the initial 2005 kick-off meeting.  

The kick-off meeting had about 100 participants in attendance, while the smaller scoping  

sessions had about 60 participants each. The January session with corridor participants  

(Assessing Approaches and Resources) focused on a needs assessment for the 26  

communities with participants identifying resource needs, successes and failures of  

previous approaches; actions and events related to planning; and managing and directing  
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growth. A written survey was provided prior to the workshop to the 26 local governments  

to collect information on previous planning efforts. All results from this meeting were  

summarized in Resource Book #2: Technical Assistance and Resource Identification  

developed by ANEI (ANEI, 2006). 

The February session (Identify and Prioritize Goals, Barriers and Strategies)  

broke the corridor participants into six small groups, where they focused on translating  

the vision map from the January session and the information from the needs assessments  

conducted with the 26 communities in the region. The result was a set of prioritized goals  

from which to move forward. Participants for this session identified potential barriers to  

community/regional goals, including areas that were economic, political, social,  

organizational or knowledge-based in nature. The entire group then developed a series of  

15 prioritized (by dot voting) preferred strategies and approaches to address existing and  

potential barriers to growth management and progressive land use planning. All results  

were featured in Resource Book #3: Proactive Growth Management Strategies developed  

by ANEI (ANEI, 2006). 

The March session (Set Priorities and Allocate Resources) showcased a synthesis  

of all previous discussions and surveys, and then featured elections to establish  

membership for the 13-person steering committee, as voted on by the 26 community  

representatives and their alternates. The steering committee and the four  

Working Groups were responsible for conveying a synthesized vision, along with goals  

and priorities, into specific annual work plans. The funding priorities were prioritized  

through a “funny money” process, (“I-93/CTAP Voting Dollars”) with fake money and  

five sugar buckets for participants to use in a voting process. Below is a summary of the 

voting results for how participants wanted to spend I-93/CTAP funds: 

• Public awareness (outreach): 8.5%; 

• Training: 9.5%; 

• Technical assistance (direct): 46%; 



98 
 

• Technical assistance (tools, models, resources and analysis): 23%; and 

• Pilot projects & regional cooperative initiatives: 13%. (ANEI, 2006) 

During the summer of 2006, each Working Group met twice to discuss long-term  

actions to address the above priorities during a six-month strategic planning process  

where work plans were developed for program implementation. 

In the Spring of 2007, the Working Groups met using previous inputs from the  

2005-2006 public forums, then developed a set of recommendations for each of the four  

focus areas: Community Infrastructure; Environment Protection, Land Use and Open  

Space; Downtown/Village Centers and Community Vitality; and Local Economy. The  

recommendations from the Working Groups were reviewed by the Steering  

Committee and the larger I-93/CTAP community during a Community Meeting in 2007. 

Based upon an agency interview, one of the major goals of I-93/CTAP was to  

work on external communications about the project to reach “average citizens” in the  

communities impacted by the proposed I-93 widening. In the first year of the project,  

feedback from stakeholders revealed citizens were not really aware of I-93/CTAP and the  

current or proposed initiatives. Consequently, I-93/CTAP, with oversight by the  

Nashua Regional Planning Commission, hired Jackson, Jackson and Wagner, a  

consulting company, to hold a day-long workshop with stakeholders to target  

communication barriers and strategies for reaching target audiences. They conducted  

focus groups and interviews to further delve into these barriers and potential strategies.  

(personal communication, June 30, 2011) 

One agency interviewee felt “the community wasn’t really aware” of the process  

(personal communication, June 30, 2011). While the other stakeholder interviewee stated  

the tools developed “weren’t necessarily of interest to the general citizenry, so why  

would they care?” (personal communication, July 6, 2011).  

Public participation and feedback were critical components outlined by DOT, so  

stakeholders and agency respondents were asked about their perceptions of public  
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participation increasing throughout the process. Stakeholders were mixed, with about 1/3  

in each of the three response categories. Agency participants felt more strongly about the  

public participation increasing, with 57% responding with either Agree or Strongly  

Agree.   

 

Figure 42. Public participation increased throughout process 

When asked if the quality of public feedback had improved because of the I- 

93/CTAP process, 44% of stakeholders and 71% of agency respondents stated they  

Agreed or Strongly Agreed.  
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Figure 43. Quality of public feedback improved 

Finally, survey participants were asked if public involvement had increased  

versus other corridor projects they may have been involved in or aware of. Nearly half of  

stakeholders were not sure (35%), with 71% of agency respondents answering they  

Agreed or Strongly Agreed. Likely this was due to the agency participants being more  

aware of public involvement activities with other corridor projects they had worked on or  

were aware of.  

 

Figure 44. Public involvement increased vs. other corridor projects 
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The process used Community Meetings to garner stakeholder input. These  

Community Meetings, as well as all Committee Meetings, were open to the public and  

advertised through various channels, including the 2005-2007 newsletter series (The  

Corridor News), emails to community representatives and in the local newspapers. At  

many of the Committee Meetings the media was present, writing articles in local  

newspapers to update the public on the progress of the I-93/CTAP process. 

When asked about the appropriateness of activities related to public engagement,  

survey respondents were asked to select from one of the following response categories: 

• Does not meet: there was little or no attempt at public involvement. 

• Meets some aspects: the public involvement process was adapted to the  

project, but only included formal meetings. 

• Fully meets: a public involvement process tailored to the project was  

conducted, including formal and informal meetings. 

• Exceeds: a public involvement process tailored to the project was  

conducted, including formal and informal meetings, and extra steps were  

taken to involve people not initially aware of the project to get feedback  

from the public for how well the process was working. 

• Extraordinary steps were taken. 

Stakeholders generally felt the engagement activities met some aspects (55%) or  

fully met (37%) the needs of the public, with 9% feeling they did not meet the needs at  

all. Agency respondents were similar in their thoughts on this, however 36% felt the  

activities exceeded expectations. The results from both the stakeholder and agency  

surveys are shown in Figure 45.  



102 
 

 

Figure 45. Appropriateness of public engagement activities 

This was demonstrated also in an ANEI evaluation done in 2007 that noted as “the need  

to increase interest and participation from town leaders and citizens in communities are  

not yet actively involved in the process” (NHDOT, 2005).  

 If the activities were appropriate, one would ascertain a sense of public ownership  

of the process would be evident. When asked about this, both stakeholder (41%) and  

agency (43%) respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed there was a sense of public  

ownership, although 35% of stakeholders were not sure. 
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Figure 46. Sense of public ownership developed 

Principle 4: Use of a Full Range of Communication Strategies  

Communication with stakeholders and the broader public was achieved through a  

series of newsletters constructed by DOT and mailed to the communities and other  

stakeholders to share information about the project. These six newsletters, called “The  

Corridor News,” were distributed to boards in the 26 communities from the fall of 2005  

to the fall of 2007. They outlined the goals of the process as well as the outcomes of the  

work of the committees. 

Stakeholders could provide feedback to the Project Team/Steering Committee  

through their representatives to the various committees. Also, they could attend  

Steering Committee meetings if they were willing and able and, of course, could provide  

feedback/input through the numerous Community Meetings.  

When asked about their satisfaction with the variety of ways they could provide  

input to the Project Team, agency respondents clearly felt satisfied (82%), while only  

about half (47%) of stakeholders felt this way, with the other half being not sure. One  

agency interviewee expressed frustration, however, with so many meetings that “had a lot  

of talk and got participants excited…but the NGOs kind of faded away, causing  
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representatives from the communities to get frustrated” (personal communication, June  

30, 2011). 

 

Figure 47. Satisfaction with input mechanisms to Project Team 

When asked about honesty and communication with stakeholders about the  

process, the scale ranged from “does not meet” to “extraordinary steps were taken.” Both  

stakeholder and agency respondents appeared to feel the process met some aspects or  

fully met the needs of stakeholders. 

 

Figure 48. Honesty and communication with stakeholders 
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The I-93/CTAP process was in large part an education process about the link  

between land use decisions and transportation decisions. Through the community  

meetings, corridor training events and the sharing of projects resulting from the  

discretionary funding, stakeholders learned about region-wide tools and techniques to  

deal with growth enabling for (as one interviewee put it) “more RPCs and agencies  

working together to support communities” (personal communication, June 30, 2011).  

Factsheets were developed by the Project Team and used as an educational tool, with  

topics ranging from land conservation and land use laws to stormwater management and  

downtown village plan alternatives. These factsheets were available at Community  

Meetings and at the project’s website (http://nhctap.com). 

The survey asked stakeholder and agency participants if they felt they had a  

better understanding of transportation problems. The results are shown in Figure 49,  

where the greater majority of both stakeholders and agency respondents  

Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing. 

 

Figure 49. Better understanding of transportation problems 

Principle 5: Achieving Consensus on Purpose and Need 
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meetings) helped to bring stakeholders (including community representatives, NGOs,  

state and federal agencies) together to outline what they thought were the priorities for  

the I-93/CTAP process.  

The first meeting, held in December 2005, was a visioning session with nearly  

100 in attendance, including community members, state and federal agencies, NGOs and  

the media. Participants were asked to sit in small tables of about eight, with  

representatives from each of the stakeholder groups giving their views on the following  

questions: 

1. What characteristics of your community and/or region do you value and wish to  

sustain in the future? 

2. What changes in your community would you discourage? 

3. What changes in your community would you encourage? 

Then, using a vision mapping exercise (a large sheet of butcher paper at the front of the  

room), participants were asked “Twenty years from now…if there’s sustained  

growth…how do you want your community and this region to look, to feel, to have as a  

home?” After all ideas were added to the map, participants were given dots to “vote” for  

what they thought was most important to work on. (Gruber and Schmidt, 2006)  

The results were what the Working Groups had to work with throughout the  

process, and guided the goals that needed to be met for all discretionary grant funding  

provided to the 26 communities, given they wrote successful proposals. This was  

considered the purpose and need of the process, beyond what DOT had outlined at the  

onset, which included mitigating the effects of the potential widening of I-93. 

There was criticism to the process of garnering input from the broad public  

by one stakeholder interviewee who stated, “meetings were open to the public, but were  

mainly attended by NGOs and town board members…not your average citizen” (personal  

communication, July 6, 2011). 
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Principle 6: Addressing Alternatives/Solutions and All Modes of Transportation 

 While the I-93/CTAP process was not necessarily intended to develop alternatives  

or solutions for the potential widening of I-93, there was work done to generate ideas for  

how to deal with growth in the region, whether or not the widening project does in fact  

come to fruition. 

When asked whether or not the process generated new ideas, both stakeholder  

and agency respondents thought it did a lot or some of the time, with 70% and 100%,  

respectively. It should be noted that 30% of stakeholders thought there were no newly  

generated ideas because of the process.  

 

Figure 50. Process generated ideas 

 Participants were asked in the survey whether or not multi-modal options were  

improved. Multi-modal options included bicycles, pedestrian access, automobile and  

public transit. Fifty percent (50%) of agency participants thought the process generated  

possibilities of improvements, while only 25% of stakeholders did. Stakeholders  

generally didn’t know if there was improvement in options, as shown in Figure 51. 
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Figure 51. Multi-modal options improved 

 Further, survey respondents were asked if overall mobility for users was  

improved. In this case, the results were very mixed for the two participant groups. 

 

Figure 52. Overall mobility for users was improved 

 When asked if there was a better understanding of the selection criteria for  

potential alternatives/solutions, overwhelmingly, agency respondents thought the I- 

93/CTAP process helped generate better understanding of this selection process (84%),  

while nearly half of stakeholders thought so (47%). 
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Figure 53. Better understand alternatives' selection criteria 

Principle 7: Considering a Safe Facility for Users and Community 

 While the widening of I-93 has not yet occurred, survey participants were asked  

for their perceptions as to whether or not overall safety was improved because of the I- 

93/CTAP process. Safety was a potential outcome in the some of the projects  

communities applied for and received discretionary funding from during the process.  

Nearly half of both stakeholder (44%) and agency respondents (42%) thought overall  

safety was improved as a result of the I-93/CTAP process. Safety could result from  

examining transportation corridors in their own communities or from the work proposed  

for the widening of I-93. 

0
20
40
60
80

100

Better Understand Alternatives' 
Selection Criteria

Stakeholder

Agency



110 
 

 

Figure 54. Overall safety was improved 

Principle 8: Maintaining Environmental Harmony 

 Another of the CSS principles was to maintain environmental harmony when  

doing planning and implementation of projects. Local open space planning, enhanced  

GIS-based information, GIS build-out analysis and alternatives, and completing the  

Natural Services Network (which researched zoning, regulatory and voluntary techniques  

to promote the protection of the natural environment) were part of the Phase One  

programs. Survey participants were asked whether I-93/CTAP helped to increase  

environmental stewardship and develop ways to minimize the overall impact to the  

natural environment. The results are shown in Figure 55. 
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Figure 55. Environmental stewardship increased 

 Results were mixed when respondents thought about the overall impact to the  

natural environment, with nearly half Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing, and about half  

Disagreeing/Strongly Disagreeing or being unsure if that was an outcome of the process.  

Activities such as the year-long series of meetings around the corridor with Conservation  

Commission members, known as the Conservation Commission Institutes helped educate  

and seek input on larger activities related to the natural environment in the I-93/CTAP  

process, like the Wildlife Action Plan and the Natural Services Network. 
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Figure 56. Overall impact to natural environment was minimized 

Principle 9: Addressing Community and Social Issues 

 The I-93/CTAP process had the overall goal of dealing with the impacts of  

potential growth on the region from the pending widening of I-93. There would certainly  

be an impact on the social and community fabric of the 26 communities in the region if  

significant growth were to occur. Many came to work with the I-93/CTAP process  

because of their individual concerns for the communities in which they lived (personal  

communication, June 30, 2011), so the survey asked if participants felt the process dealt  

with their issues and concerns. Eighty percent (80%) of agency respondents felt the  

process did just that, while 67% of stakeholders were neutral. A 2007 ANEI evaluation  

revealed that over 64% of respondents felt the activities of the process responded to local  

community needs (NHDOT, 2005). 
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Figure 57. Process dealt with my issues and concerns 

 When growth occurs, the fabric of the community sometimes changes in response  

to the new needs of those living in it. Participants were asked whether or not the I- 

93/CTAP process and its subsequent projects and studies helped to minimize the overall  

impact to the human environment. The responses were split fairly evenly among the  

choices, although nearly 50% of stakeholders Agreed/Strongly Agreed that the impact  

was minimized. 

 

Figure 58. Overall impact to human environment was minimized 
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 A community’s Master Plan is the guiding document for how a community sees  

itself in the next 10-20 years. The studies and tools developed through the I-93/CTAP  

process were intended to help the communities deal with any subsequent growth that  

might occur, providing them with education for how to proactively deal with it. When  

asked if the I-93/CTAP process was in keeping with the community’s Master Plan, more  

than two-thirds (69%) of the stakeholders Agreed/Strongly Agreed that it did, with only  

54% of agency respondents Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing.  

 

Figure 59. Process was in keeping with Master Plan 

Principles 12 and 13: Documenting Project Decisions and Tracking & Meeting All 

Commitments 

 Note: These two principles were combined, as they overlapped in purpose for the  

I-93/CTAP process. 

Project decisions throughout the I-93/CTAP process were clearly articulated on  

the website (http://nhctap.com), as well as in the newsletter series. Additionally, as  

previously mentioned, all committee and corridor-wide meetings were open to the public,  

giving first-hand knowledge and the ability to ask questions of committee members. All  

of this was intended to result in a transparent process that would elicit trust and clarity in  
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the use of these public dollars. One would think this transparency would favor highly an  

increase in trust with the main lead agency, DOT; however, survey results were  

somewhat mixed, as seen in Figure 60. 

Overwhelmingly (71%) of agency respondents had agreed trust had increased for  

DOT, stakeholders weren’t as sure, with 41% Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing and 41% being  

unsure. 

 

Figure 60. Trust in DOT increased 

 One would expect with this type of transparency that there would be  

overwhelming trust in the Project Team (agency members, RPCs and consultants), but  

this was not the case. While more than half of the survey respondents for both  

stakeholders and agencies Agreed/Strongly Agreed (53% for stakeholders and 54% for  

agency members) that the trust in the Project Team/Steering Committee had increased,  

39% of agency participants Disagreed/Strongly Disagreed and 29% of stakeholder  

participants were unsure. Maybe this was due to the communication methods that are  

being worked on, or could be due to the highly scientific and adjudicated process. 
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Figure 61. Trust in Project Team increased 

With the newsletter series, the website and the availability to anyone who wanted  

to attend the meetings, one would surmise the ability to track the commitments outlined  

at the onset of the process would be fairly straight forward. The website clearly outlines  

the projects funded by discretionary grants demonstrating how they related to the  

goals set out and provided a step-by-step outline of what’s happened to date in the  

project.  

Did this result in stakeholder satisfaction with understanding I-93/CTAP’s goals  

and outcomes who were involved in the process? Agency respondents certainly felt  

it did, with 62% of them responding they Agreed/Strongly Agreed that satisfaction had  

improved with respect to the partnerships, products and funding opportunities provided.  

Stakeholders were not as sure about this, as 38% of them were unsure, with 38%  

Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing with this statement.  
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Figure 62. Community satisfaction improved due to process 

Principle 14: Using Agency Resources Effectively 

 This principle seeks to outline whether or not the project has used “time, expertise  

and budget in an effective way to deliver the project and conserve resources”  

(Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 18). Given that there is still about $1.0m from the $3.5m in  

the I-93/CTAP budget still left to determine uses for, one could make the assumption that  

they have utilized their funding wisely to date, but one cannot make inferences about  

future perceptions of participants.  

With so many agency staff (DOT, OEP, DES and others); federal agencies (EPA  

and FHWA); numerous NGOs; and the four RPCs in the region involved in this process,  

one could make the assumption that staff time was utilized in an effective way, providing  

resource agencies who could assist with all of the discretionary grant funds. One  

stakeholder interviewee thought this was the biggest success of the process: bringing 

together state agencies to “ensure the project addressed the land use, transportation and  

environmental needs of communities” (personal communication, July 6, 2011). 

 What was outlined in several of the resource documents was the leveraging of  

partnerships as a goal for the resource agencies and NGOs to extend their resources.  
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These resources include time, as well as technical assistance with current and future  

projects. One survey question asked about this leveraging, with agencies feeling  

partnering opportunities increased (84%) and stakeholders being a little less sure with  

slightly more than half (54%) Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing with this statement with more  

than one quarter (27%) were unsure. 

 

Figure 63. Opportunities for partnering increased 

 One community stakeholder interviewee specifically talked about the value of  

these partnerships. They “came to know” the resources available to them with the RPCs  

and NGOs in the region, as well as the role of the state agencies (DES and OEP,  

specifically) and hoped it would continue as a concept for future DOT projects (personal  

communication, July 6, 2011). 

Principle 15: Creating a Lasting Value for the Community 

 Did the process create lasting value for the 26 communities in the region?  

Evaluation documents indicated there was more “regional planning” happening as a  

result of some of the work of the RPCs and NGOs (Gruber and Schmidt, 2008). Just by  

nature of some of the projects completed through the process (community assessments,  

open space plans, improvement of the base level of GIS capabilities for all communities  
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and economic strategic planning inventories), one would assume there would be lasting  

value, at least for the short-term. Evaluations conducted by ANEI in the summer of 2007  

also indicated the value of understanding the issues and concerns of other towns in the  

region that led to networking purposes and potential future grant opportunities. 

 This principle outlines that there should be sustainability associated with a CSS  

process, so respondents were asked whether they felt sustainable investments had  

increased because of I-93/CTAP. The results were very mixed, with nearly 46% of  

agency participants saying they Agree/Strongly Agree, and only 13% of stakeholders  

feeling this way. Moreover, stakeholders were generally unsure if there was an increase,  

with nearly half of them (47%) answering Unknown. 

 

Figure 64. Sustainable investments increased 

 With regard to regional opportunities, one of the discretionary grant cycles was  

intended to get communities in the region to partner with at least one other community to  

do a project. While this grant program is still in process, several communities participated  

in economic strategic planning (i.e., Pelham and Derry), which would help them to  

determine if there were cross-community opportunities for economic development  

activities. Other communities are still contemplating viable projects. Figure 65 shows that  

60% of stakeholder and 69% of agency participants felt these joint economic  
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opportunities led to improved sustainable investments. 

 

Figure 65. Opportunities for joint use of economic resources improved 

 Overall, did this process support a sense of community? If so, it would help  

with long-term sustainability of partnerships and educational opportunities regarding the  

relationship between land use and transportation decisions. The majority of stakeholder  

(58%) and agency respondents (64%) really weren’t sure. Generally, this would be a  

difficult thing to measure and would involve making some inferences to the broader  

public, but clearly the two groups were not convinced the process itself helped support  

this. 
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Figure 66. Process supported sense of community 

 Did the process improve the quality of life for the communities in the region?  

While this is more of a long-term characteristic to evaluate, the question was nonetheless  

asked of stakeholder and agency participants. As expected, agency participants felt more  

strongly about the process accomplishing this (54%), but again, the two groups were  

unsure about the long-term benefits to the quality of life in their communities. Only time  

will tell as projects get completed and the tools developed get utilized. 

 

Figure 67. Quality of life for community was improved 
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 This chapter summarized the findings from both the Route 16 and I-93/CTAP  

projects. The next (and final) chapter provides for a summary of the CSS benefits for  

each projects’ successful use of the thirteen principles, as well as recommendations for  

further work in this area of research. 
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Chapter Five: Conclusion and Suggestions for Future Research 

 Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) is a collaborative decision-making model that  

involves all affected parties in the roadway system. Using CSS in planning opens up a  

range of solutions that would not be thought of by one entity alone.  

These solutions include consideration of “multiple forms of transportation,  

adjacent land uses and the connecting street network, and transforming the transportation  

planning process into one that respects and enhances our natural and human  

environments” (Project for Public Spaces [PPS], 2008, p. 3). Combining CSS  

principles with transportation corridor planning links public dialogue and decision- 

making with bigger picture land use and transportation decisions. 

This research sought to investigate how the New Hampshire State Department of  

Transportation (NHDOT) and other involved state and regional agencies were working  

with other regional and local stakeholders to incorporate the values and needs of citizens  

surrounding the corridor. A corridor is defined by looking at “connections between  

communities or regions, or at major links between travel origins and destinations within a  

city, village or town” (NH Office of Energy and Planning, 2006, p. 7). 

 An in-depth case study analysis was conducted with two New Hampshire corridor  

projects: Route 16, which took place in the 1990s, and the Interstate 93 Community  

Technical Assistance Project (I-93/CTAP), which started in the mid 2000s and continues  

today. Through a concurrent mixed methods (Creswell, 2009) approach for data  

collection, available materials were examined for both projects, including media and  

evaluations, as well as meeting agendas and minutes. Four web-based surveys were  

developed; a stakeholder and an agency survey for each of the two processes. Four in- 

person or telephone interviews were conducted; with a stakeholder and an agency  

participant from each of the two processes.  

Main Findings 

Based upon the research of Stamatiadis et al (2009), fifteen principles and  
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their subsequent benefits are outlined for processes/projects utilizing CSS. This study  

looked through the lens of thirteen of those fifteen principles, tested by measuring the  

extent to which they were evident in two corridor processes in New Hampshire: Route 16  

on the eastern region on the border of Maine and I-93/CTAP in the central region of the  

state, bordering Massachusetts to its south. Only thirteen of these principles were tested  

in this research due to two of the principles being relative to construction projects, which  

did not occur as part of these two processes (Principles 10 and 11).  

The principles were tested based upon their presence in the two cases, falling into  

one of four categories: 

• Zero evidence in data sources;  
 

• Evident in one data source (content analysis, surveys or interviews);  
 

• Evident in two data sources; or  
 

• Evident in all three data sources. 

Figures 68 and 69 outline the rating of the principles for each of the Route 16  

and I-93/CTAP cases. Of note is that both processes saw evidence in at least two of the  

data sources for 11 out of 13 principles. This, however, does not tell the full story, as will  

be shown in the overview of findings for each of the principles in the next sections. 
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Figure 68. Route 16 matrix of principles 

 

 

 

 

Route 16 Zero 

evidence in 

data sources 

Evident in one 

data source 

Evident in two 

data sources 

Evident in all 

three data 

sources 

Use of interdisciplinary teams    X 

Involvement of stakeholders    X 

Seeking broad-based public 

involvement 

   X 

Use of full range of communication 

strategies 

   X 

Achieving consensus on purpose and 

need 

  X  

Addressing alternatives and all modes 

of transportation 

  X  

Considering a safe facility for users and 

community 

   X 

Maintaining environmental harmony    X 

Addressing community and social issues   X  

Document project decisions  X   

Tracking and meeting all commitments   X  

Using agency resources effectively    X 

Creating lasting value for the 

community 

 X   
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I-93/CTAP Zero evidence in 

data sources 

Evident in 

one data 

source 

Evident in two 

data sources 

Evident in all 

three data sources 

Use of interdisciplinary teams    X 

Involvement of stakeholders    X 

Seeking broad-based public involvement   X  

Use of full range of communication 

strategies 

   X 

Achieving consensus on purpose and 

need 

  X  

Addressing alternatives and all modes of 

transportation 

 X   

Considering a safe facility for users and 

community 

  X  

Maintaining environmental harmony   X  

Addressing community and social issues    X 

Document project decisions   X  

Tracking and meeting all commitments  X   

Using agency resources effectively    X 

Creating a lasting value for the 

community 

   X 

Figure 69. I-93/CTAP matrix of principles 
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Principle 1: Use of Interdisciplinary Teams 

 Stamatiadis et al (2009) defines interdisciplinary teams as including “all  

disciplines…with project professionals having the necessary, diverse, and appropriate  

expertise to move the project successfully through all project phases” (p. 16). Team  

members should understand their project roles within the project, as well as the roles of  

other team members. Communication should be “timely and open with two-way  

communication maintained” (p. 16) with due consideration given to all team members.  

Project Teams for both the Route 16 and I-93/CTAP projects engaged Working  

Groups that were categorized as interdisciplinary teams, with five geographic Working  

Groups for Route 16, and four theme-oriented Working Groups for I-93/CTAP.  

The Working Groups were balanced, in terms of representation of 

community stakeholders, state/federal agencies and non-governmental organizations  

(NGOs). The Route 16 Working Groups had wide representation from the communities  

(n=70), agencies (n=10), county Planning Board (n=1), interest groups (n=14) and  

legislators (n=16) in the region. The I-93/CTAP Working Groups included representation  

from the regional communities (n=30), NGOs (n=7) and of note, numerous state/federal  

agencies (n=27).  

The Working Groups’ roles were quite different, however, between the two  

projects. The five Route 16 groups were more advisory in nature, but truly worked as a  

team for each of their regions to garner input from outside stakeholders and the general  

public. They used that information to help the team make decisions that were  

representative of stakeholders. They were created by the Project Team (state agencies,  

Regional Planning Commissions and consultants) who sought representation for these  

groups from all five of the geographic regions, making sure to include as many  

representatives from communities, businesses and regional stakeholders as possible. The  

goal was to accomplish two-way communication between the Project Team and Working  

Groups with the stakeholders they represented. It seems it was accomplished, as was  
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evident from an interview with an agency representative for the Route 16 project, who  

said that “everyone’s input [in the Working Group] was given due consideration and  

most of the members participated equally” (personal communication, June 6, 2011).  

Conversely, survey respondents in the Route 16 Stakeholder Survey and Route 16  

Agency Survey were asked their perceptions about their overall relationship with the  

Project Team. The results were mixed, with 67% of stakeholders indicating they felt they  

were equal partners, while the majority of agency respondents (67%) felt it was more of  

a consultative relationship (group members were consulted on final decisions), meaning  

they disagreed regarding the level of collaboration. Stakeholder perceptions may  

have been a result of the decision-making process that was outlined from the beginning  

for how the groups would move forward, with the groups using a consensus-based  

decision-making model. Additionally, the use of a consultant to help train RPCs in how  

to facilitate and manage the group process may have contributed to the opinions of  

participants. The overall goal was met for two-way communication, while also meeting  

all of the tenets of the Collaborative Planning Model outlined by Innes and Booher (2000,  

p. 18).  

The I-93/CTAP Working Groups were managed differently than those in the  

Route 16 process. Unlike the Route 16 process, the I-93/CTAP Working Groups were  

created after the decision to widen the highway was made, from a series of visioning  

sessions that happened early on in the public participation process. The visioning sessions  

led to the creation of four “theme areas” that were the focus of the Working Groups’  

tasks. These tasks included developing goals and outlining barriers (political, economic,  

technical, financial, organizational, legislative and behavioral) to these goals. They were  

not, however, responsible for communicating this information back to their stakeholder  

groups for input and feedback, like the Route 16 Working Groups did. 

Feedback from one of the community-based interviewees illuminated some of the  

concern about the “community-at-large” not being engaged in the work of the I-93/CTAP  
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groups (personal communication, July 6, 2011). This was also evident in the survey  

results from the I-93/CTAP Stakeholder Survey and I-93/CTAP Agency Survey, with  

almost half (46%) of stakeholders responding they provided the Project Team with  

information only, while almost half of agency respondents (46%) indicated the groups  

were in a consultative relationship with the Project Team. 

Stamatiadis et al (2009) claim that one of the benefits of having  

interdisciplinary teams involved throughout the process from beginning to end is that  

issues could be resolved more quickly, thereby “reducing the time requirements for  

succeeding phases and the entire project” (p. 23). This was certainly true for the Route 16  

process, since interdisciplinary teams were integrated fully into the process, from  

examining the data collected to outlining solutions to deal with issues in the corridor.  

However, that cannot be said for the I-93/CTAP process, due to the fact that these  

Working Groups were created after lawsuits were filed for the widening project. Had the  

Working Groups been formed and on board from the conception of the decision to  

widen the highway, it appears clear that lawsuits might have been avoided and the actual  

widening might have moved forward more quickly. 

Principles 2 and 3: Involvement of Stakeholders and Seeking Broad-Based Public 

Involvement 

 Involving other stakeholders who were not part of the Working Groups, as well as 

the involvement of a broad cross-section of the public, is critical to ensuring two-way  

communication. Stamatiadis et al (2009), outlines that this involvement must be through  

“a variety of means…beyond any required public meetings” (p. 16). The Project Team  

must “proactively identify what information they need from the public and the methods  

needed to solicit that input” (Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 16), then take that information  

and work collaboratively to come up with solutions that address the values and needs of  

those groups.  

Opinion surveys (both written and telephone), interviews with stakeholders  
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and board members, written comments and roadside surveys to complete origin and  

destination information, as well as the open houses conducted in the Route 16 process  

showed these two principles were integrated fully (evident in all three data sources), as  

noted in Figure 68. Through the use of a Public Involvement Plan (PIP) developed by the  

Project Team, there was a deliberate effort to ensure stakeholders and the broader public  

was included in all phases of the project.  

Stakeholders and agency respondents were asked in their respective surveys about  

whether or not the quality of public feedback improved as a result of the Route 16  

corridor process and 80% of stakeholder and 75% of agency respondents Agreed/Strongly  

Agreed. In fact, there were so many opportunities for engagement of stakeholders and the  

general public that one agency interviewee shared, “there were so many meetings that it  

was hard to keep up with them…I didn’t get to spend a lot of time with my family during  

those years” (personal communication, June 6, 2011).  

I-93/CTAP participants did not feel as strongly about whether or not there was  

an effort to reach out beyond the committees and Working Groups that were formed.  

While there were 3-4 community meetings per year from 2006-2008, one stakeholder  

interviewee stated “meetings were open to the public, but were attended mainly by NGOs  

and town board members…not your average citizen” (personal communication, July 6,  

2011). This was also evidenced in the I-93/CTAP Stakeholder and I-93/CTAP Agency  

surveys when participants were asked about public participation increasing throughout  

the process, with only 44% of stakeholders Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing that it did.  

I-93/CTAP agency respondents felt differently, with 71% of them  

Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing that public participation had increased. This was likely  

because there was a deliberate attempt to make meetings public; advertised both in  

newspapers and on the website (http://nhctap.com).  

Other than those directly on one of the committees/Working Groups, no other  

stakeholders really understood what was happening. This fact was corroborated by a  
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DOT staff member, who referenced the effort to have the paid consultants with the  

project delve more deeply into how to better engage those individuals/groups not directly  

involved with the process (personal communication, April, 2011). 

Inclusivity (even if limited in the I-93/CTAP project) most certainly led to a  

shared understanding of the problems associated within each corridor and helped identify  

possible areas of concern, which had the potential to, according to Stamatiadis et al  

(2009) “eliminate potential delays and improve predictability of project delivery” (p. 19).  

Inclusivity also lead to the development of ownership of the process and  

subsequent projects, as well as community satisfaction and improved image of state  

agencies, especially in the Route 16 process. In a quote from one Route 16 interviewee:  

“people grew to trust the process as time went on, understanding their feedback/input was  

truly important and would make a difference” (personal communication, June 6, 2011),  

which showed in all of the data collected for the Route 16 process. 

What is important next in the process is to communicate what is happening with  

the work of the Project Team, Working Groups and committees out to the broader  

community, which is the focus of the next section. 

Principle 4: Use of a Full Range of Communication Strategies 

 Communication is the key to ensuring transparency about the process and its 

activities, helping to ensure stakeholders and the broader public can assess the extent to  

which their values and needs are addressed in subsequent solutions. Communication  

allowed groups in both processes to “fully understand the issues and elements of the  

project, thus enhancing their ability to provide the appropriate feedback” (Stamatiadis, et  

al, 2009, p. 22).  

 As noted in Figure 68, Route 16 had evidence of this principle in all three data  

sources, outlined in the countless tools and documents that were shared with stakeholders  

and the broader public. These included the video series and design manuals, as well as  

the factsheets and newsletter series that were distributed widely to households all along  
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the corridor. These resources were in addition to the open houses that were held.  

To garner input, Working Group members reached out to their communities  

and constituencies to get feedback and guidance on their needs and values and then  

shared that information back to the Project Team. Clearly, survey respondents were  

satisfied with honesty and communication about the process. One hundred percent  

(100%) of stakeholders indicated it exceeded their expectations, with 100% of agency  

respondents indicating they thought it fully met or exceeded their expectations.  

Communication was key to ensuring some of the other principles, including transparency  

about decisions. 

 As noted in Figure 69, I-93/CTAP made a deliberate attempt to communicate with  

the public and other stakeholders via its website (www.nhctap.com). This encompassed  

posting all meeting agendas and minutes, as well as other pertinent reports and  

presentations, including training events and community meetings. I-93/CTAP also  

utilized a newsletter series with stakeholders and the general public.  

Community meetings provided opportunity only for the public and other I- 

93/CTAP stakeholders to provide input, but did not necessarily mean these groups  

were accessing the information. Survey respondents in this process did not feel as  

strongly about honesty and communication as the Route 16 participants, with 36% of  

stakeholders indicating it met some aspects, meaning communication was intermittent  

and not with all stakeholders. Agency participants responded higher, with over 50%  

indicating it fully met their expectations.  

The opinion expressed by a community interviewee reflects the survey results:  

“information and tools that were created as a result of CTAP were geared more for  

[municipal] boards and not necessarily for the general citizenry” (personal  

communication, July 6, 2011). Therefore, the “general citizenry” would not have been in  

the position to provide one of the benefits of using a full range of communication  

strategies (as outlined by Stamatiadis et al, 2009) which is to “fully understand the  
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issues” to “enhance their ability to provide the appropriate feedback” (p. 22). The Project  

Team’s goal of building a relationship between communities in the region was initiated,  

but more needed to be done to reach out to these groups “where they are,” rather than  

expecting them to take the initiative. 

Principle 5: Achieving Consensus on Purpose and Need 

 Enabling stakeholders and the public to understand the purpose and need of any  

process or project will establish “measures of effectiveness to guide the decision-making” 

 (Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 17). Key to this principle is that the Purpose and Need  

Statement is created via consensus by the stakeholders and general public, not just  

merely shared with them.  

 Route 16 documentation showed that Working Groups were the key in outlining  

and maintaining the purpose and need of the process. As one interviewee put it, “it was  

revisited at every Working Group meeting, where we consistently examined our current  

goals and were always aware of what the future goals were” (personal communication,  

June 6, 2011). Since the purpose and need was so consistently in the forefront, one of the  

subsequent benefits was that potential conflicts were addressed, by defining their impact  

and influence on potential solutions.  

What also assisted in dealing with potential conflicts was the use of hired  

consultants, who trained Regional Planning Commissions to properly deal with group  

dynamics and work with the groups to deal with disagreements. As one agency  

interviewee stated, “this [group process] training was invaluable to helping me help the  

group when we got stuck, especially when we dealt with the values and beliefs of  

individuals…and I still use those skills today” (personal communication, May 6, 2011).  

I-93/CTAP utilized an extensive visioning process to garner input from  

participants for how they wanted the region to look and feel; however the true purpose  

and need of the process had been established already by the Project Team. The process  

itself was intended to “mediate the potential effects of the widening of I-93”  
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(http://nhctap.com), through training opportunities and discretionary grants to  

communities in the region.  

While Route 16 was a planning process for the corridor, I-93/CTAP was intended  

to support the communities in the region in dealing with the potential impacts of an  

already-decided-upon outcome. In fact, the visioning process was, as one interviewee put  

it, “a lot of talk, getting participants excited…but the NGOs kind of faded away, leaving  

the regional planning entities to have to try to address the visions of participants.” “This  

caused the representatives from the communities to get frustrated” (personal  

communication, June 30, 2011). NGOs “faded away” because the process was a long  

one, according to the interviewee, and the money always was going to communities for  

their work directly, so they moved on to other projects.  

Principle 6: Addressing Alternatives and All Modes of Transportation 

 Examining all modes of transportation when making decisions about a corridor is  

important when looking to find other ways to get people around. This includes having a  

“no-build” option available, meaning there would be no change to the infrastructure of  

the road itself. Alternatives/solutions evaluation criteria must be objective and if done  

adequately, subsequent projects will be “sustainable and promote social equity as well as  

the identification of potential investment opportunities resulting from the project”  

(Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 21). 

 Route 16 incorporated an extensive process of identifying alternatives/solutions.  

Participants expressed concerns and issues through a survey outlining corridor  

improvements/widening and then determined solutions for addressing each, including a 

 “no-build” alternative. These alternatives/solutions included access to side roads and  

driveways, bike and visual/scenic issues, as well as local land use planning and public  

transportation. Participants were asked to address these solutions under both an  

“expected” condition (if things were to continue status quo) and a “preferred”  

condition for how they wanted the corridor to look, if they had the choice. 
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 When asked in the stakeholder and agency surveys whether or not the process  

generated many ideas, 100% of Route 16 stakeholders felt it did a lot and 67% of agency  

respondents thought it did some of the time. Survey respondents were also asked  

if they felt they had a better understanding of the consideration of project alternatives  

because of their participation in the process. One hundred percent (100%) of both  

stakeholder and agency respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed that they had a better  

understanding of alternatives. This satisfaction is one of the keys to the CSS process, as  

the education about and subsequent buy-in for solutions to transportation and land use  

issues helped establish ownership on the part of Route 16 participants. 

 There was some evidence (in one data source) that an effort was made to go  

through a process of examining alternatives for the I-93/CTAP process, as noted in  

Figure 69. At the individual community level, there was work done to investigate other  

modes of transportation, especially related to sustainable growth, but this was not done  

on a region-wide basis, only at the local level. One of the interviewees further elaborated  

on this by stating: “CTAP was less of a model for larger scale corridor planning, but was  

geared more toward community-based projects” (personal communication, July 6, 2011). 

 When asked if the process generated new ideas, 30% of I-93/CTAP stakeholders  

thought there were no newly generated ideas, even though 100% of agency respondents  

thought there were a lot or some of the time. When asked if they had a better  

understanding of the selection criteria for potential alternatives/solutions, only 47% of  

stakeholders Agreed/Strongly Agreed, while 84% of agency respondents felt that way.  

Clearly, survey responses reflected the fact that the ultimate solution (widening of I-93)  

had been decided prior to their involvement, resulting in the perception that there were no  

other potential solutions that would be considered, even with the extensive visioning  

process participants went through. 

Principle 7: Considering a Safe Facility for Users and Community 

 While neither of these processes had resulted in construction projects immediately  
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after the processes took place, future corridor safety was on the minds of participants.  

This safety principle is based upon the premise that garnering input from user groups in  

all modes of transportation will help to better understand their safety needs, with the goal  

of developing a solution (or solutions) that will address their individual safety needs and  

concerns. This is particularly beneficial to pedestrians and bicyclists, since according to  

Stamatiadis et al (2009), the future design of any transportation corridor project should  

“reflect elements aimed at improving safety for these users” and “improve the safety  

level, reduce the number and severity of crashes, and minimize conflicts between facility  

users” (p. 24).  

 Participants were asked in surveys about whether or not overall safety was  

improved as a result of the process. Eighty percent (80%) of Route 16 stakeholders and  

100% of Route 16 agency respondents indicated they Agreed/Strongly Agreed that  

overall safety was improved. One agency interviewee spoke to some outcomes related to  

this process: “one community really had an eye-opening experience as a result of  

participating in the process and put in several traffic lights as well as rumble strips down  

the center line to address safety issues” (personal communication, May 6, 2011).  

 For the I-93 CTAP process, work was done relating to safety in some individual  

communities, such as Pelham, with discretionary funding provided by DOT. This work  

included looking at traffic intersections and conducting public transportation studies.  

However, survey respondents were not as sure as Route 16 respondents about whether or  

not overall safety was improved, with less than half of stakeholders (44%) and agency  

respondents (42%) indicating they Agreed/Strongly Agreed. 

 What were more important to participants in both projects was the natural  

environment and the preservation of existing open space. The focus was on ensuring  

there was sustainable growth occurring, while still preserving the rural nature of the state.  

This will be addressed in the next section. 
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Principle 8: Maintaining Environmental Harmony 

 Maintaining environmental harmony means seeking to identify and consider all  

natural, human and cultural resources in the study with subsequent solutions enhancing  

these resources, not merely maintaining them (Stamatiadis et al, 2009). This principle  

was a key element in both processes, as New Hampshire is rich in forests, agricultural  

lands and open space, and residents want to keep its rural nature which many associate  

with their quality of life. It was addressed more fully, however, in the Route 16 process. 

 Extensive studies of natural and cultural features (35 in total) were conducted for  

Route 16, including wetlands/water bodies, wildlife habitats, agriculturally important  

soils and recreational analyses of parks, trails and public access points. Information from  

all of these studies was used as the basis for the Working Group recommendations, as  

well as shared in the form of factsheets and reports with communities in the region.  

Survey participants were asked if environmental stewardship had increased as a  

result of the process. More than half (60%) of stakeholders and 50% of agency  

respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed that stewardship had increased. The reports based  

upon the studies were not only helpful for the corridor planning process, but as one  

agency interviewee stated, “these studies have provided for the basis of many community  

Master Plans in the region” (personal communication, May 6, 2011). 

 I-93/CTAP did not do any environmental studies per se, but new tools, training  

and reports were developed to provide guidance to communities in the region to balance  

environmental, cultural and social needs. Enhanced Geographic Information Systems  

(GIS)-based information, build-out analyses, Conservation Commission Institutes, as  

well as work to complete the Natural Services Network in the region provided  

information to communities as they worked on land-use planning activities. Together,  

these tools/activities provided value to not only planning for the future, but assessing  

what currently existed in the communities who participated in the process.  

Perhaps if extensive studies had been conducted at the onset of this process, there  
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may not have been lawsuits against the State DOT to prevent the I-93 widening project  

from moving forward. State agencies could have mitigated some of the concerns of  

stakeholders and interest groups at the forefront, creating a forum from which to have  

discussions and outline solutions to the concerns of stakeholders and the public.  

Principle 9: Addressing Community and Social Issues 

 Addressing the values and needs of the communities in the corridor is at the heart  

of any Context Sensitive Solutions process. This principle’s intent is to ensure that “the  

resulting project(s) addresses the issues identified through stakeholder/public  

involvement and provides a solution (or solutions) that preserve/enhance the  

community’s resources and values” (Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 17). Inherent is a belief  

that if opportunities are available and taken advantage of, ownership and trust would   

result, incorporating a solution that is more acceptable to a community and therefore  

increases community satisfaction (Stamatiadis et al, 2009). 

 The Route 16 process demonstrated evidence in meeting this principle in two of  

three data sources, as noted in Figure 68. The Project Team and Working Groups  

conducted community roadside driver surveys and interviews with key community  

leaders, as well as hosted community meetings and open houses to help the public and  

other stakeholders better understand the issues and concerns of those living and working  

in the corridor. When asked if the process dealt with their issues and concerns,  

overwhelmingly stakeholder and agency survey respondents answered positively, with  

100% of both groups answering Somewhat/Very Well. 

 I-93/CTAP was also successful when it came complying with this principle, as it  

was demonstrated in all three data sources, as shown in Figure 69. However, when asked  

in the stakeholder and agency surveys how well the process dealt with their issues and  

concerns, 67% of stakeholders were neutral. One would make an assumption that was  

related to the fact that the ultimate outcome (the widening) had been pre-determined,  

therefore making input from stakeholders and the broader public perceived to be  
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obsolete. This was certainly not the outcome desired by the lead DOT staff associated  

with both this and the Route 16 process. 

Principles 12 and 13: Document Project Decisions and Tracking and Meeting All 

Commitments 

 Outlining commitments/decisions at the onset of a project provides a “clear and  

open record, assuring continuity through all project phases, and a framework for  

measuring results” (Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 18). Doing so will prevent  

misunderstandings later on in the process and should elicit stakeholder trust and  

satisfaction, since there would be a record of the feedback by stakeholders and the  

general public throughout the process. Theoretically, meeting commitments would  

increase participation in future projects because the lead agencies will have stood by their  

word. (Stamatiadis et al, 2009)  

 It was challenging to find documentation for how and when decisions were made  

during the Route 16 process, as was demonstrated in Figure 68. One could assume that  

lead agencies deliberately were not documenting project decisions, since it was  

difficult to find documentation of how and when decisions were made. Maybe decisions  

were not documented because they were not required to track them or because  

they simply didn’t have time.  

Working Group notebooks were housed at two of the four Regional Planning  

Commission offices and were not complete with respect to every decision. However,  

because the purpose and need was outlined at the onset and was constantly revisited at  

Working Group meetings, Working Groups were able to help agencies track and meet all  

commitments, with one exception.  

Community stakeholders expressed frustration that while there was sufficient  

funding to conduct the planning process, there was no funding available to follow  

through with any projects after the study process was completed. One interviewee labeled  

this as the “political entity” behind the process and cautioned that future processes should  
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“take into account follow-through” with respect to transportation funding at the  

community level (personal communication, June 14, 2011). When developing  

Transportation Improvement Plans (TIP), funding was not available to follow-through  

with recommendations made during the process, which frustrated Working Group  

members years after the process was complete. 

Both stakeholders and agency participants were asked if they felt community  

satisfaction (partnerships, products and funding opportunities) improved due to the Route  

16 process. Stakeholder (40%) and agency (50%) respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed  

that the process did in fact improve satisfaction because of the extensive stakeholder  

involvement and education that occurred.  

When asked if trust in DOT had increased, 60% of Route 16 stakeholder and  

75% of agency respondents responded they Agreed/Strongly Agreed. Evidence of this  

was also shared by one stakeholder interviewee who said there was lasting value from the  

process because it helped to “get rid of the adversarial relationship between DOT and  

communities in the region” (personal communication, June 6, 2011). 

I-93/CTAP did a much more deliberate attempt at tracking and meeting all  

commitments through the use of a Steering Committee, who were intended to be the  

“eyes and ears” of the communities. They worked with the Project Team to ensure that  

commitments made were followed through with. Additionally, the extensive website  

(http://nhctap.com) was a public site encompassing all of the meeting agendas and  

minutes from Working Groups, committees and community meetings. It was organized  

such that one could get background information and be able to follow each step of the  

process as it was occurring in an easy-to-navigate way.  

When asked if community satisfaction had improved (partnerships, products and  

funding opportunities), only 38% of I-93/CTAP stakeholders responded they  

Agreed/Strongly Agreed, with 62% of agency respondents responding that way.  

Participants were asked if trust had increased for DOT and only 41% of stakeholders  
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Agreed/Strongly Agreed. Agency respondents felt trust had definitely increased, with  

71% indicating they Agreed/Strongly Agreed. Stakeholders were clearly skeptical about  

the overall effectiveness of this process, likely because there was not the two-way  

communication and collaborative decision-making occurring, as there was with Route  

16. The website was an effective tool for those who chose to view it, but again, without  

making a deliberate effort to reach out directly to non-participants and the broader public,  

the ultimate goal of satisfaction and trust cannot be achieved. 

Principle 14: Using Agency Resources Effectively 

 To fully integrate this principle, the processes should have used time, technical  

expertise and budget in an effective way to deliver the project, by making the most of  

these resources (Stamatiadis et al, 2009). For processes that result in construction  

projects, using these resources effectively will ensure the project doesn’t go over budget  

and the time of experts and stakeholders is maximized (time isn’t wasted on meeting  

just to meet) and more sustainable decision-making can be accomplished, allowing for  

“better attainment of community vision and goals” (Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 21).  

 The Route 16 process emphasized extensive financial and staffing resources,  

including providing financial support to the RPCs, hosting open houses and the  

production and mailing of a quarterly newsletter series between 1995 and 1999.  

Participants felt the $2 million investment into this planning process was utilized well, as  

they were actively involved in the decision-making process for how to spend it.  

One of the secondary goals of the Route 16 process was to increase partnering  

among agencies in the region with communities to share resources and tools. The  

stakeholder and agency surveys asked respondents if they thought the process had  

increased opportunities for partnerships. Eighty percent (80%) of stakeholder and 100%  

of agency respondents Agreed/Strongly Agreed that partnerships had increased and one  

stakeholder interviewee went even further, stating that success of the process was  

because “regional entities worked together well” (personal communication, June 14,  
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2011). 

 I-93/CTAP not only had an extensive list of committees and Working Groups, but  

they had a select number of effective meetings and worked together to accomplish a wide  

variety of partnerships spread across these groups. They outlined goals for the  

communities through partnerships among the 27 state agency representatives involved.  

When asked whether this process leveraged opportunities for partnerships, more  

than half of stakeholder (54%) and more than two-thirds of agency respondents (84%)  

Agreed/Strongly Agreed. One stakeholder interviewee thought this was the biggest  

success of the process, with the RPCs, DOT, OEP and DES partnering to “ensure the  

project addressed the land use, transportation and environmental needs of communities”  

(personal communication, July 6, 2011). 

Principle 15: Creating a Lasting Value for the Community 

 Finally, did the two processes create lasting value for the communities in their  

corridor regions? Stamatiadis et al (2009) outlines the project criteria for meeting this  

principle: 

• Meets the Purpose and Need Statement; 
 

• Is compatible with long-range community plans; 
 

• Incorporates solutions that move beyond addressing mobility and address quality  
 
of life issues and community values; and 
 

• Is sustainable in terms of social, economic and ecological impacts (Stamatiadis et  
 
al, 2009, p. 18). 

If a project creates lasting value, Stamatiadis et al maintain it will improve  

stakeholder/public ownership, trust and possibly participation in future projects  

(Stamatiadis et al, 2009, p. 22). Sustainable investments, opportunities for joint use of  

economic resources and quality of life were tested under this principle. 

 Route 16 made investments that could assist communities in the long-term by  
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conducting the 35 studies throughout the process and making them available to  

communities as the basis for their Master Plans. Through the extensive work to outline  

possible alternatives/solutions for addressing mobility options in the region (pedestrian,  

bicycle, automobile, public transit), and the final Corridor Plan as a basis for future  

decisions, there was a great deal of information that could be used years into the future.  

In fact, much of that information still is used today, based upon the opinions of the  

Regional Planning Commissions in the region (personal communication, May 6, 2011).  

 When stakeholders and agency respondents were asked if the quality of life for  

communities in the region was improved because of the Route 16 process, only 20% of  

stakeholders indicated they Agreed/Strongly Agreed, while three-quarters (75%) of  

agency respondents felt that way. Why would this be? One might ascertain that “quality  

of life” is difficult to measure for stakeholders, and ultimately, the final solutions being  

implemented would be the true test for increasing quality of life, when they come to  

fruition. One might say the process itself helped to illuminate how land use and  

transportation decisions, if made well, can improve the quality of life.  

 I-93/CTAP also made investments that would be useful to communities in the  

long-term, creating lasting value for the project. These included enhanced tools generated  

by the Project Team, which have been utilized to help communities update Master Plans.  

One stakeholder interviewee stated, “The trainings put on by DOT and OEP have helped  

engage citizens and boards in more conversations about the future of their towns”  

(personal communication, July 6, 2011).  

 When stakeholder and agency survey participants were asked if the quality of life  

in their communities had improved because of going through this process, only 25% of  

stakeholders Agreed/Strongly Agreed. Agency respondents felt more strongly, with 54%  

of them Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing that the quality of life had improved. It was clear  

the two groups were unsure about the long-term benefits to the quality of life from this  

process, which may relate to its more recent nature and the fact that the process is  
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still in progress. In fact, there is still available funding (approximately $1 million of the  

overall $3.5 million) to be spent. 

Conclusion 

 If the CSS principles outlined by Stamatiadis et al (2009) are implemented fully,  

then there is a greater opportunity for collaboration with stakeholders and the broader  

public. This will then result in more satisfaction that values and needs are addressed, and  

ownership in the final alternatives/solutions is achieved.  

Interviews for Route 16 revealed that participants in this process were willing  

to continue to participate in follow-up activities to address some of the solutions outlined  

in the Corridor Plan, which is one of the benefits outlined by Stamatiadis et al (2009) of  

following CSS principles. Likely, Route 16 participants felt this way because they were  

so involved from start to finish in this planning process, from data collection to outlining  

potential solutions to addressing issues in the corridor. 

 I-93/CTAP was very different from Route 16. The decision had already been  

made to widen the highway before the process even started. The participants (in  

interviews and surveys) clearly felt it was merely to deal with growth implications of  

what the widening would do in their communities, not to listen to their ideas about  

alternatives/solutions to safety issues with I-93. This may have been why they were  

not participating in the meetings or even reading the minutes available on the website.  

While there were many layers of Working Groups and committees, the  

I-93/CTAP process was merely an education activity, with funding available to  

communities in the region to attempt to mediate the impacts of the pending construction  

project. Had it followed more closely the CSS principles (by collaboratively determining  

the best solution to I-93’s traffic safety issues), it is possible that lawsuits would not have  

ensued and communities would have felt more positively about the approaches and  

ultimate solution(s) taken by state and federal agencies. 

 Implementing all fifteen of the principles outlined by Stamatiadis et al (2009), is  
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most certainly a challenge. It is a costly endeavor, not only in terms of hard funding, but  

also in terms of time. The Route 16 process took place over a five-year time frame, with  

numerous meetings that took up the personal time of participants in the evenings, as  

referenced by both interviewees. I-93/CTAP also was proposed as a five-year process,  

but has lost steam, likely because the ultimate goal of the CTAP process is no longer  

clear to participants. In addition, one particular DOT highway engineer, who was a  

champion for utilizing CSS principles for both the Route 16 and I-93 processes, has since  

been retired, leaving space for other DOT staff to interpret the CSS goals differently.  

Finally, five years is a long time to ask for commitment of people’s time, so leaders need  

to be very clear as to what the goals are and the subsequent timelines. 

CSS traditionally has been utilized on a “project” basis, and has not been tested  

widely for large corridors, like Route 16 and I-93. With such large geographic areas, so  

many political entities involved (communities, interest groups, etc.), and subsequent  

construction projects being more difficult to implement, more research needs to be done  

to test the true effectiveness of using the CSS process with larger corridors. Route 16 was  

a good starting case, but it did not follow through to actual construction, so it is not a true  

use of CSS on a corridor basis. I-93/CTAP only utilized CSS principles more as guidance  

for a collaborative public involvement process, not as the guiding principles for how it  

should be done, so it cannot be truly tested against the principles, either.  

Future work on this topic should include the development of a true checklist that  

will provide step-by-step guidance for how to conduct a corridor planning process  

utilizing CSS principles. As outlined by Guwande (2009), professionals need to be  

reminded of the minimum necessary steps to follow to verify their work against. Doing  

so will offer discipline of higher performance from which to evaluate each step of the  

process (Guwande, 2009, p. 36). While this study has provided real examples of how the  

principles could be utilized, more detail with regard to what each principle should  

encompass in an easy-to-use checklist that clearly outlines each important characteristic  

should be developed for state agencies as they move forward with corridor planning.  
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